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PREFACE 



With the heresy known as Jacobite Monophysitism are asso- 
ciated some of the greatest names in Syriac history and litera- 
ture, such as Philoxenus (Aks®naya) of MabbOgh (f 523), Severus 
of Antioch (f 537), John of Telia (f 538), Jacob of Serugh (f 521), 
Jacob Baradaeus (f 578), and many others. Although this heresy 
was named after Jacob Baradaeus, the founder of the Jacobite 
Church, its origin can be traced to the reaction which, in the 
latter half of the fifth century, set in against the errors of Nesto- 
rius and Eutyches, and against the definition of the Council of 
Chalcedon respecting the existence of the two natures in Christ. 
Philoxenus was one of the foremost leaders in that great move- 
ment and, beyond question, the ablest champion of the new faith. 
The extracts from his works in the Bibliotheca Orientalis of 
Assemani and the recent publications of Guidi, Frothingham and 
Budge, leave no doubt on this point. Yet, outside of Budge's 
chapter on the creed of Philoxenus, but little has been written 
on the doctrines of the famous bishop of Mabbdgh, and, in our 
manuals of Church history and of dogmatic Theology, all the 
information which we possess about the life and teachings of 
Philoxenus is derived almost exclusively from Greek writers of 
the Byzantine period. 
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Such information, however, ought to be supplemented by a 
comj)arison with the Syriac sources ; for it is but fair to let the 
original documents speak for themselves. Hence, as a small con- 
tribution to the literature of this interesting subject, we give 
here for the first time the Syriac text and the English transla- 
tion of three important letters of Philoxenus : the Letter to the 
Monks, the first Letter to the Monks of Beth-6augal, and the 
Letter to Emperor Zeno. It has been thought that these docu- 
ments, if published and translated in their entirety and taken 
in connection with what has already been done, would throw 
more light on the doctrines of Philoxenus than could be obtained 
heretofore. To emphasize this method, an appendix has been 
added giving a concordance of the principal theological terms 
and expressions used by the author; this, we trust, will be 
useful to such as may wish to pursue the same course with 
regard to Syrian Monophysitism. In another appendix the Bible 
quotations, occurring in the text, have been compared with the 
Peshitta, following in this the laudable example of Budge in 
his beautifiil edition of the Discourses of Philoxenus. To this 
we have added a list of the few words borrowed from the Greek, 
which occur in these three letters. 

If circumstances permit, this work will be followed by the 
publication of other texts of the same author ; in the meantime, 
this modest efifort will be amply repaid, if it directs the atten- 
tion of others to the necessity of studying Jacobite Monophysi- 
tism in the writings of those who are best qualified to speak 
for it, namely, the Syriac Monophysite writers of the fifth and 
sixth centuries. 

It is now my pleasing duty to thank Prof. Hyvernat for 
the care with which he directed my Oriental studies, not only 
during the four years I spent in his Department, but also du- 
ring the five years I was absent from the University. I am 
besides under obligation to him for placing at my disposal the 
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Syriac text of these three letters which he copied himself from 
the Vatican Manuscripts. 

I may not close without expressing my gratitude to Prof. Guidi, 
of Borne, and to Professors Grannan, Shahan and Pace, of this 
University who kindly consented to examine this dissertation be- 
fore it was printed and ofifered many valuable suggestions. 

To Prof. Guidi I am also indebted for a description of Syr. 
Mss. 135, 136, and 138 of the Vatican library, and also for the 
anonymous notice on Philoxenus which he transcribed for me 
from Syr. Ms. 155 of the Vatican. He had also the kindness 
to read the proof-sheets of this dissertation and took the trouble 
to correct the Syriac text on the original Manuscripts in the 
Vatican Library, thus ensuring, even in the apparently most 
trifling details of punctuation, an accuracy too often wanted in 
similar publications. 

The Catholic University of America, 

February, 1902. 

A. A. Vaschalde. 
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PART FIRST 



INTRODUCTION. 

CHAPTER I. 
THE LIFE OF PHILOXENUS. 

Sources. 

1. The material available for a biography of Philoxenus is not 
very abundant. Little is known, especially of his early life. 
Tet he was a prominent leader in the great movement which 
took place in Syria in the fifth and sixth centuries against the 
doctrines of Nestorius and Eutyches, and against the decrees of 
the Council of Chalcedon, a movement which resulted in the 
peculiar heresy known by the name of Mono^hjsitism: in specie (0 
or Jacobite Monophysitism (*). 

The few facts which we possess regarding Philoxenus' 
career are derived from sources which may be divided into two 
classes : Syriac and non-Syriac. The principal non-Syriac sources 
consist of short passages in the works of Theodore the Reader (*), 



(») Hefele, Conciliengeschichte, vol. II, p. 564. 

(') This heresy is still professed not only by the Jacobites of Syria, 
bat also by the dissident Copts, Armenians, and Abyssinians (cf. Adolphe 
d'Avril, Documents relatifs aux Eglises d'* Orient, ch. III). 

0) MiGNE, Patrologia Oraeca {P, 0), vol. 86, p. 216. 
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Victor Timunensis (^), Evagrius (*), Theophanes (^), and Cedre- 
nus (^). These writers, however, do not always present indepen- 
dent testimony, for some of them often merely copied their pre- 
decessors (*). 

The Syriac sources are also very fragmentary. The Vatican 
Syriac Ms. 155 (Codex Syr. noster XVI of Assemani) contains a 
biographical notice on Philoxenus by an unknown author. This 
is the document from which Assemani took the four extracts he 
gives in his sketch of Philoxenus* life {B. 0., II, pp. 10, 13, 
17, 20) (^). We publish it in extenso in Appendix I, and shall 
refer to it as the Anonymous Notice, It does not add much 
to what we already know. Scattered bits of information about 
Philoxenus are found here and there in Syriac authors, espe- 
cially in the Letter of Simon of Beth-Arscham concerning Bar- 
sauma, bishop of Nisibis C^), in the Edessene Chronicle {% in 
the so-called Chronicle of Joshua the Stylite (^), in the writings 
of Jacob of Edessa (^^), and in the Ecclesiastical History of Bar- 
Hebraeus (^^). The published writings of Philoxenus and the 
three letters which, for the first time, are given in this disser- 
tation, supply us with a few important data, and it is probable 
that much valuable information might be gathered from his 
other works, but, unfortunately, they still remain unedited. 



(*) MiGNE, Patrologia Latina (P. L.\ vol. 68, p. 949. 

(«) MiGNE, P, G., vol. 86 bis, pp. 2657 sqq. 

(») MiGNE, P, G., vol. 108, pp. 3^25 sqq. 

(4) MiGNE, P. G.y vol. 121, pp. 676 sqq. 

(*) Cf. KriIger, Monophysitische Streitigkeiten im Zusammenhange 
mit der Reichspolitik, p. 4. 

(®) Assemani quotes those extracts from Codex Syr. nost. XIII. This 
is evidently an error (cf. B. 0., I, 614). _--.., 

C) Bibliotheca Orientalis clementino-vaticana (B, 0.), I, pp. 346-358. 

(«) B. 0., I, pp. 387-429. 

(») Ed. W. Wright, Cambridge, 1882. The name of the author of this 
Chronicle is unknown (cf. Duval, La Literature Syriaque^ 2d. ed., p. 188). 

(»«) B. 0., I, p. 475. 

(") Ed. Abbeloos and Lamy, vol. I, pp. 183, 195. 



It is not within the scope of the present chapter to discuss 
all the dififerent sources which have been enumerated; but it 
is sufficient to show that the information which we obtain from 
Syriac documents and from the writings of Philoxenus himself, 
sometimes confirms or supplements, and sometimes corrects or 
contradicts the testimony derived from non-Syriac sources. 

Early Life of Philoxenus. 

2. We are entirely ignorant of the year of the birth of Phi- 
loxenus; but as he studied at Edessa in the time of Ibas(^}, 
bishop of that city from 435 to 457 (*), and was still living 
in 522 (^), it is safe to assume that he was born in the second 
quarter of the fifth century. 

Theodore the Beader, Evagrius, and after them, Theophanes 
and Cedrenus, inform us that Philoxenus was of Persian ori- 
gin (*). Their testimony is confirmed by Simon of Beth-Arscham 
and by the writer of the anonymous notice. They give the 
additional information that Philoxenus was born at Tahal, a 
village in the province of Beth-Garmai (^). The anonymous no- 
tice says: « Philoxenus, bishop of Mabbdgh, wise in God and 
illustrious by his science, is the same as Mar AksenayE who is 
famous for his writings. He was born in the village of Tahal, 
in the country of the Persians » (^). Nothing is known of his 



(0 B. 0,, I, p. 352. 

p) Duval, Histoire politique, religieuse et litUraire d'Edesse jusqu'd 
la premiere croisade, p. 168. 

(*) Philoxenus wrote his Letter to the Monks of Senun in 522. Cf. 
B, 0„ II, p. 20. 

(*) Although Philoxenus was born a subject of Persia, he may not 
have been of Persian blood. The Syrian Christians living in the colonies 
of the Persian empire were generally called Persians. 

(*) The country between the Tigris and the mountains of Kurdistan^ 
south of the Lesser Zab and north of the Didjala (cf. Doval, Lit. Syr,, 
Map). 

(®) See Appendix I. 
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parents ; he had a brother Darned Addai who studied with him 
at Edessa('). 

In a fragment of Theodore the Reader ('), it is related that 
some bishops from Persia visited Philoxenus after he had been 
appointed to the see of Mabbdgh, and recognized in him a slave 
who had run away from his master and had never been baptized. 
This they told to Peter the Fuller who had consecrated him 
bishop ; but Peter, caring little what ought to be done, replied 
that the episcopal consecration was sufBcient to take the place 
of baptism. This accusation is also made by Theophanes (^) 
and Cedrenus (^), and, in modern times, is repeated by the judi- 
cious Tillemont(*) and the learned Le Quien(^). 

We have no means of determining whether Philoxenus was 
born a slave or a free man; but there is abundant proof that 
he was baptized. The testimony of Theophanes and Cedrenus, 
and the opinion of Tillemont and Le Quien, need not be consi- 
dered here, for they evidently rest on the authority of Theodore. 
Now Theodore gives his information on mere hearsay, and does 
not confirm it by any written or public document. He says: 
« Concerning him (Philoxenus), I shall relate in part many- 
things which 1 learned from different men through diligent in- 
quiry » C). Evagrius does not say that Philoxenus was unbaptized^ 
and his silence is very eloquent here, for he had received his 
information concerning Philoxenus from old men who had seen 
with their own eyes, and remembered well everything that hap- 
pened in Antioch in the days of Flavian, with whom Philoxenus 



(0 B, 0.y I, 353. 

(«) MiGNE, P, G.y vol. 86, p. 216. 

O MiGNE, P. G.y vol. 108, p. 328. 

(*) MiGNE, P. G., vol. 121, p. 676. 

(*) Tillemont, M^moires pour servir d Vhistoire ecclSsiastique des 
six premiers sihcles, vol. XVI, p. 677. 

(®) Le Quien, Oriens Christianus, vol. II. p. 928. 

(') a negl TovtoVf cc noXXcl naga ^lacpoQfov ijxQl^oKfa, dno (uigovg 
Af'lw ». Migne, p. G., vol. 86, p. 216. 



— 5 — 

was continually at war(^). Again, the monks of Palestine, in 
their famous letter to Alcison, bishop of Nicopolis in lUyria, 
accuse Philoxenus of various crimes, but they make no allusion 
to the question of his baptism (*). 

But, besides this negative evidence, it can be shown from 
Philoxenus' own writings that he had received the sacrament 
of baptism. In his Letter to Zeno, he says : « I was baptized, 
therefore, in the name of Him Who died, and I confess that He 
in Whose name I was baptized, died for me, and I believe that 
I have put on in baptism Him in Whose name and in Whose 
death I was baptized, according to the words of Paul. For I 
have put on spiritually in the waters (of baptism) the Spiritual 
Being Who became corporal, and I confess that He Who, 
living, experienced death in the flesh, is He Who raises (the 
dead) and gives life »(^). And again, in the same letter, he 
writes: « In saying anathema to these doctrines (of Nestorius 
and Eutyches), I act according to the Holy Books, and adhere 
to the tradition of the Fathers from whom I have received 
the true and apostolic faith, that faith by which I have been 
found worthy, with all the baptized, of life, of freedom, and of 
adoption » (^). We have no reason then to doubt the fact of Phi- 
loxenus' baptism. Assemani is probably right when he says 
that the assertion of Theodore the Eeader is a calumny invented 
by the orthodox, « ab orthodoxis in odium flagitiosissimi hominis 
adjectum fuisse »(^); and, as this last sentence shows, Assemani 
cannot be suspected of partiality towards Philoxenus. 



C*) a Kc(t€cXrj(pafji€y ydq ivlovg iaxaroy^Qoyrag, zovg, oaa avfipe^ 
fiijxey inl ^Xaficavov t^ f^>^fJ(^U ^i'fi<Jf^^ovtag ». Migne, P. G»y vol. 86-bis, 
p. 2665. 

(«) Migne, ibid., p. 2657. 

(«) P. 125. 

(*) P.. 126. 

e) B. 0., n, p. 12. 
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Philoxenus at Edessa. 

3. At a comparatively early age Philoxenus, accompanied by 
his brother Addai (*), came to the Persian school of Edessa which 
was then, and had been from the time of its foundation in 363, 
the most prominent center of intellectual and literary activity 
among the Syrians (*). St. Ephrem taught ten years there 
(363-373) {% and in its halls were trained some of the greatest 
masters of Syriac literature (*). As may be inferred from the 
many Syriac translations from the Greek which have come down 
to us, the writings of the Greek Fathers (^) and the teachings 
of Aristotle (^) were held in high esteem by that famous school, 
and the influence of both on Philoxenus is plainly noticeable C). 



0) B. 0., I, p. 353. 

0) Cf. Duval, Histoire d'Fdesse, p. 145. 

(*) Duval, Literature Syriaque, p. 334. 

(*) Isaac of Antioch, Narses, and others. 

(*) Duval, Litt4rature Syriaque^ p. 308. 

(«) Duval, ibid., p. 254. 

(') The influence of Aristotelian philosophy among the Syrians dates 
jfrom the beginning of the fifth century, when the spread of Nestorian 
doctrines had made a knowledge of Greek absolutely necessary. According 
to Ebed-Jesu, three professors of the Persian school of Edessa, Ibas, Eoumi, 
and Probus, translated into Syriac the works of the Interpreter (Theodore 
of Mopsuestia) and the writings of Aristotle (B. 0., Ill, pars I, p. 85). It 
is not believed that all the works of Aristotle were translated by them. 
Probus translated and commented the UbqI igfirj^elccg (Duval, Lit. Syr,, 
p. 254). He also wrote a treatise on the Prior Analytics (ediied and 
translated by A. Van Hoonacker, Journal Asiatique, 9th series, t. XVI, 
pp. 70-166). After the destruction of the Persian school of Edessa by order 
of Zeno in 489, the study of the philosophy of Aristotle was cultivated by 
both the Jacobites and the Nestorians. Among the Jacobites, we may no- 
tice Sergius of Res'ainS (t 536), Severus Sebokht (VII c), Jacob of Edessa 
(t 708), and George, bishop of the Arabs (t 724); among the Nestorians, 
HenaniSo' I (t 701), Mar-Abba II (f 751), and especially the numerous 
scholars and physicians who lived at the court of the Abbassides in Baghdad 
during the ninth and tenth centuries. The Nestorians initiated the Arabs 



— 7 — 

It is there that he became acquainted with the patristic lore of 
the age, and especially with the works of Cyril of Alexandria 
for whom he always professed the greatest admiration. His 
knowledge of the Fathers must have been considerable, for in 
his treatise « How One Person of the Holy Trinity became in- 
carnate and suffered for us » , he quotes passages not only from 
SS. Ephrem and Cyril, but also from St. John Chrysostom, Eu- 
sebius of Emesa, Alexander and Theophilus of Alexandria, St. 
Athanasius, St. Basil, St. Gregoiy of Nazianzen and Atticus of 
Constantinople (0« It is partly from the works of those great 
masters that Philoxenus derived the wealth of theological terms 
and expressions for which his writings are remarkable. These 
terras and expressions do not imply a servile imitation of Greek 
literature, for his style and vocabulary are distinctly Syriac(*); 
they rather account for his deep knowledge of the principal re- 
ligious works of the times, and his wonderful power and skill 
as a controversialist. 

Philoxenus was influenced also by the philosophy of Ari- 
stotle. As the examination of his doctrines will show, his the- 
ological opinions reflect the tendencies of the school of Antioch, 
in which the teachings of the Stagyrite held sway, no less than 
those of the school of Alexandria which recognized Plato as its 
master. This is particularly true of his views on the Incar- 
nation. Like the Alexandrian Monophysites, he admits only one 
nature in Christ after the union and dwells on the mysterious 
union of the two natures and on the necessity of faith in all 



to the philosophy of Aristotle, and translated it for them from Syriac into 
Arabic. The Arabs proved very apt pupils. Indeed, they soon surpassed 
their teachers themselves, and, after having made Aristotelian philosophy 
their own, they introduced it to the scholars of the middle ages. Cf. 
Duval, Lit. Syr,, pp. 253-263. 

0) Wright, Catalogue of the Syriac Mss. in the British Museum^ 
part II, p. 52S. 

(*) I have noted the few Greek words occurring in the three letters. 
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questions relating to the Incarnation of the Son of God; but, 
with the followers of the school of Antioch, he insists on the 
reality of Christ's humanity and its consubstantiality with ours, 
rejects the Gnostic and Eutychian theories on the origin of the 
body of the Lord, and teaches explicitly that Christ suffered in 
the flesh, that is, only in so far as He became man. Indeed, 
he hurled anathemas against Eutyches as freely as he did against 
the Nestorians and against the Catholics who received the de- 
crees of the Council of Chalcedon. 

But the school of Edessa was more than a home of science 
and literature; it had become the center of the religious pole- 
mics of the times. Naturally enough, it could not remain in- 
different to the great christological questions which occupied the 
minds of both the clergy and the people, and which were di- 
scussed with as much ardor in the imperial palace at Constan- 
tinople as in churches and monasteries. Nestorian opinions were 
being spread broadcast and found their way into this famous 
school. St. Kabbula, who was bishop of Edessa from 412 to 435 (^), 
after having, according to some, looked with favor upon the new 
doctrines (^), fought with energy against them as soon as he 
understood that they were subversive of Catholic faith. He 
was one of the strongest supporters of Cyril of Alexandria at 
the Council of Ephesus (431) (^), and he translated into Syriac (*) 
Cyril's De recta fide in Dominum Nostrum /. C, which he 
distributed on all sides in the hope of checking the progress of 
error. But the seeds of the new heresy had taken deep root. 
Rabbula's successor, Ibas (435-457), was openly favorable to 
Nestorius. In collaboration with Koumi, Probus, and Mane, all 
disciples of the Persian school, he ]iad, in his youth, translated 



0) Duval, Histoire d'Edesse, p. 168. 
(2) Duval, ibid., p. 171. 
0) Duval, Histoire d'Edesse, p. 172. 
(*) Duval, LitUrature SyriaquCy p. 342. 
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the works of Theodore of Mopsuestia and of Diodorus of Tarsus (*); 
and when Philoxenus came to Edessa, the great school had 
become a hotbed of Nestorianism and remained such up to the 
time of its destruction by order of Emperor Zeno in 489 (*). 

However, not all the students shared the opinions of Ibas. 
Among those who disagreed with him, Simon of Beth-Arscham 
mentions Philoxenus of Mabbdg, and his testimony is well borne 
out by Philoxenus* subsequent career, for, during more than sixty 
years, he waged an incessant war against the doctrines of Ne- 
storius. Under the name of Nestorians he also included Catholics 
and all those who maintained two natures in Christ; for, con- 
founding the notions of nature and person, he did not admit a 
middle course between the Nestorian heresy and the Catholic 
doctrine. This explains why, in the same breath, he anathema- 
tizes not only Nestorius and ibas, but also Pope Leo I, Leo*s 
dogmatic epistle to Flavian of Constantinople, and the definition 
of the Council of Chalcedon {^). He refers to Catholics as the 
Nestorian heretics (*), for not admitting two persons as well as 
two natures in Christ. 



His Struggle with Calandion. 

4. But Philoxenus, as he tells us in his Letter to the 
Monks (^), did not keep his faith to himself. It is probable that, 



0) Duval, Hist, d'Edesse, p. 174. 

(^) Cf. the first letter of Jacob of Serugh to the Monks of Mar- 
Bassus, published by Abb6 Martin in the Z, D. M, Q.y vol. 30, p. 221: 
tt Now there was in the city (Edessa) a school of Persians, which adhered 
very strongly to the doctrine of the foolish Diodorus. That school has 
corrupted the whole East, although it has since been destroyed by the 
care of the Blessed Mar Cyrus, of holy memory, bishop of Edessa, and by 
order of the faithful Emperor Zeno ». 

(*) Cf. his confession of faith against the Council of Chalcedon, in 
Budge, The Discourses of Philoxenus, vol. II, p. xcviii. 

(*) B. 0,y II, p. 15. 

(») P. 94. 
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after liis departure from the Persian school, he travelled through 
Northern Mesopotamia and the Osrhoene proyince, spreading his 
Monophysite doctrines and enlisting the sympathy and help of those 
who agreed with him. The fact that he wrote letters to the 
Monks of Amid (*), of Arzun (*), and of Senun (^), would confirm 
this view, and such is also the inference which may be drawn 
from his first Letter to the Monks of Beth-Gaugal, one of the many 
monasteries in the neighborhood of Amid (^). This important 
letter, as will be shown later on, was written in the y«ar 485. 
It proves beyond all doubt that Philoxenus was well known by 
the monks there. The tone of the letter, the nature of its con- 
tents, the praises which he bestows upon their labors on behalf 
of truth, and the bitterness with which he speaks of his enemies, 
show not only that the Monks of Beth-Gaugal agreed with him 
on matters of doctrine, but that he had in them willing and 
powerful allies ready to help his cause and to farther his plans. 
However the labors of Philoxenus were not confined to the ter- 
ritory around Edessa and Amid. He must have come west of 
the Euphrates into Syria Prima before the year 485; for, ac- 
cording to Theodore the Reader, Evagrius, Theophanes, and Ce- 
drenus, he was expelled from Antioch by the patriarch Calandion 



(*) The modern Diarbekir. An extract from the letter to the Monks 
of Amid is extant in Syr. Ms. Add. 17193 of the B. M., (Wright DCCCLXI), 
fol. 69b. Another fragment is found in Syr. Ms. 126 of the Vatican (Cod. 
Syr. nost. VI). Cf. B. 0,, II, p. 37. 

(^) A little east of Amid. A fragment of the letter to the Monks of 
Arzun is found in Syr. Ms. 135 of the Vatican (Cod. Syr. nost. XI), fol. 89. 
Cf. B. 0., II, p. 45. 

(^) The letter to the Monks of Seniin was not written till the year 522 
{B. 0., II, p. 20), but Philoxenus' acquaintance with these monks must go 
back to a much earlier date. The letter is extant in Syr. Ms. 136 of the 
Vatican, fol. 58v-end of Ms., and in Syr Ms. Add. 14597 of the B. M. 
(Wright DCCXXX), fol. 35b-91a. The monastery of Senun was situated 
near Edessa {B. 0., II, p. 38). 

(*) Cf. SozoMEN in MiGNE, P. G., vol. 67, p. 1077. 
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(482-485), for corrupting the doctrines of the Church and dis- 
turbing the villages near the great city {^). 

We have here a manifest allusion to his proselytizing work 
on behalf of Monophysitism and to the crusade he had already un- 
dertaken against the Nestorians and against the adherents of the 
Council of Chalcedon. The times were indeed favorable to his 
schemes. Zeno and Acacius, patriarch of Constantinople, were 
at war with the Holy See. The famous Henoticon of 482, which 
was to restore unity to the divided churches, had become a 
decree of discord (*). It offended the Catholics, because it spoke 
in equivocal terms of the faith of the Fathers of Chalcedon ; and 
it did not satisfy the extreme Eutychians, because it did not 
condemn explicitly the doctrine of the two natures. The proud 
Acacius acted as if the pretensions of the 28th canon of Chal- 
cedon, which made Constantinople the second see of the catholic 
world (^), had been recognized by Rome. He persuaded Zeno to 
depose John Talaia from the see of Alexandria and to appoint 
Peter Mongus in his stead ('*). Contraiy to the discipline of the 
Church, he appointed the heretic bishop, John Codonatus, to the 
diocese of Tyre, thereby usurping the rights of the patriarch of 
Antioch (^). Moreover, he endeavored to induce all the bishops 
of the East to sign the Henoticon and to communicate with 
Mongus (^). Deaf to the remonstrances of the Holy See, he was 
excommunicated by Felix III C'), and his excommunication marked 
the beginning of the Eastern schism (484-519) during which 
Constantinople was cut off from the communion of Rome. 



(0 Locis citatis. 

(^) Cf. Marin, Les Moines de Constantinople ^ p. 270. 
(^) On this canon of the Council of Chalcedon cf. Hefele, Concilien- 
geschichte, vol. II, p. 527. 

(*) TiLLEMONT, Mimoires, vol. XVI, p. 330. 

(®) TiLLEMONT, ibid., p. 335. 

(®) THEOPHA.NES in MiGNE, P. '?., vol. 108, p. 324. 

(') Hefele, op. cit., vol. II, p. 607 sqq. 
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Such a deplorable condition of affairs helped Philoxenus' 
designs. Besides, he had grievances of his own against Calan- 
dion. This holy patriarch was a zealous defender of the decrees 
of the Council of Chalcedon ; he persistently refused to sign the 
Henoticon of Zeno(*); he would not separate himself from the 
communion of Rome nor acknowledge the usurper Mongus as the 
lawful patriarch of Alexandria (*); he had inserted the words 
« Christ King » into the Trisagion of Peter the Puller, so as to 
refer the crucifixion explicitly to Christ alone (^) ; in a word, Ca- 
landion was then one of the standard bearers of the Catholic 
faith in Syria, and a staunch opponent of Monophysitism. Phi- 
loxenus, who had already espoused the cause of the Monophysites, 
became his bitter enemy. Nor was he alone in the struggle. 
It is indeed very probable that he was assisted by the monks 
of Teleda (*), and of Mar Bassus (^), two famous monasteries in 
the neighborhood of Antioch. We know from his letters to the 
Monks of Teleda and of Senun, that he had been in the mona- 
steries of Mar Bassus and of Teleda, where the monks shared 
his opinions. It is possible that he was making an active pro- 
paganda among them. At any rate, Calandion, discerning in him 
an enemy of the faith and a disturber of the peace of the Church, 
expelled him from his diocese (^). But this triumph was not of 
long duration ; for, under pretext of having favored Leontius in 
his revolt against Zeno, but in reality for refusing to sign the 
Henoticon (7) and to communicate with Mongus (^), Calandion 



(0 Cf. Theophanes in Migne, P. (j., vol. 108, p. 325. 
(^) TiLLEMOxNT, M4moires, vol. XVI, p. 366. 
(^) TiLLEMONT, ibid., p. 319. 

(*) The modern Telladi about half way between Antioch and Aleppo. 
Cf. GuiDi, La Lettera di Filosseno ai monaci di TeltAddd, p. in. 
(*) Near Apamea. See Duval, Lit. Syr,, Map. 
(*) Theodore the Eeader, in Migne, P. G., vol. 86, p. 216. 
(') Theophanes in Migne, P. (?., vol. 108, p. 325. 
(») Tillemont, Memoires, vol. XVI, p. 366. 
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was banished to Egypt and the see of Antioch passed for the 
third time into the hands of Peter the Fuller (*). 

• After this, it would be natural to suppose that Philoxeniis 
was connected in some way with the deposition of Calandion. 
His first Letter to the Monks of Beth-Gaugal seems to warrant 
this supposition. He says : « And the same friend of Christ 
(the Emperor) has openly declared that he gained the victory 
over his enemies with (the help of) your prayers, and he is ready 
to give us ample reward for the work which we have undertaken 
for the peace of the churches, and to drive away from them the 
enemies of the Cross »» ('). 



His Appointment to Mabbdg. 

5. The nature of the reward to which Philoxenus alludes here 
can only be a matter of conjecture. It is worthy of notice, 
however, that in the year 485, shortly after the exile of Calan- 
dion and the intrusion of Peter the Puller into the see of 
Antioch, Philoxenus was, by the latter, consecrated bishop and 
appointed to the diocese of Hierapolis or Mabbdgh (^) in the 



(*) Cf. Baronius, AnnaleSf anno 485, t. VIII, p. 460. 

(«) P. 115. 

("*) The modern Manbidj, northeast of Antioch and almost due south 
of Carchemish. Hierapolis was a metropolitan see and, according to 
Le Quien (Oriens Christianus, vol. II, pp. 926-952), had jurisdiction over 
the following thirteen dioceses or churches: Cyrrhus (Huru Peigamber), 
Samosata (Samsat), Doliche (Dulluk), Germanicia (Maras), Zeugma (Biredjik), 
Europus (Djerabis), Barbalissus (Kalaat Balis ?), Perrha, Urima, Sura, Neo- 
cesarea, Sergiopolis and Marianopolis. See Kiepert's Maps (Provinces Asia- 
tiqttes de V Empire Ottoman)^ and his map of Prof. Haussknecht's Reisen im 
Orient, 1865-1869, I-II. For a history and description of Hierapolis, see 
Bitter's Erdkunde im Verhdltniss zur Natur and zur Geschichte des 
Memchen, 2d ed., vol. 10 (West-Asien, Band IV), pp. 1041-1061. Cf. also 
PococKE, A description of the East, London (1745), vol. 11, part I, p. 166 sqq., 
and the Archives des Missions scientifiques et littSr aires, Paris (1866), 
2« s4rie, t. HI, p. 347 sqq. 
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patriarchate of Antioch. It was on this occasion that his name 
was changed from Aksenaya to Philoxenus (*). 

The anonymous notice (*) places Philoxenus' consecration* in 
the year 800 of the Greeks (A. D. 488), but this is certainly 
an error. Church historians (^) agree in saying that Philoxenus 
came to MabbOgh in 485, and their testimony is confirmed by 
a passage in Philoxenus* Letter to the Monks of Sentin written 
in the year 522 from Philippopolis in Thrace, where he had 
been exiled by Justin. Speaking of Alexander, his successor 
in the see of Mabbdgh, he says: « The clergy and the monks 
of our city have been ordered by him who rules over them to 
accept his (Alexander s) faith. As to our faith, which is that of 
Peter and of the Apostles, and which during thirty-four years 
I have preached to them in all ecclesiastical assemblies, they are 
commanded by him to look upon it as the heresy of the Ma- 
nicheans » (*). Prom the Edessene Chronicle (^) we know that 
Philoxenus was exiled in the second year of Justin (519). If 
we subtract thirty-four from this latter date, we get 485 as the 
year of his appointment to Mabbdgh. It was probably in the 
same year that he accepted the Henoticon which, under the 
reigns of Zeno and Anastasius, had to be signed by all the 
bishops of the East under penalty of exile {% and which was then, 
as Tillemont remarks, the only door to the episcopate C). 

Very little is known concerning the next thirteen years of 
Philoxenus* life. There is no doubt that he continued his op- 
position to the doctrines of Nestorius and Eutyches and propa- 
gated his religious views in his vast province. It is also pos- 



(») Theophanes in Migne, P. (j., vol. 108, p. 828. 
(^) See Appendix I. 

(^) Baronius, anno 485, Annates, vol. VIII, p. 456. 
(*) B. 0., II, p. 12. 

(*) B. (9., I, p. 408. Cf. Hallier, (Inter such. u. d. Fdess. Chr. 125. 
(«) Gibbon, The history of the decline and fall of the Roman Em- 
pire, ed. Milman (1840), vol. VI, p. 29. 
(') M^moires, vol. XVI, p. 664. 
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sible, as Budge observes, that during this time « he wrote parts 
or all of many of the works which have made his name so 
famous among Monophysite writers » (*). The Letter to Zeno was 
written probably in 485 when he signed the Henoticon. The 
Discourses on Christian life and character were composed, accor- 
ding to Budge (*), between 485 and 500. We may also place 
within the same period the beginning of his translation of the 
Bible which was published at MabbOgh in 508 (^). His di- 
scourses show that in the midst of turmoil and strife he found 
time for meditation and study ; they contain no allusion whatever 
to the disputes and controversies in which he was engaged for 
the greater part of his life. 

According to the so-called Chronicle of Joshua the Stylite (^), 
Philoxenus was in Edessa in May 498. The Saturnalia were 
being celebrated there for the second time. During seven days 
the citizens gave themselves up to all kinds of games and plea- 
sures with the consequence that prayer and divine service were 
neglected. The pious author of the Chronicle remarks that Phi- 
loxenus preached only one day against the scandal, though he 
especially should have taken upon himself the duty of instructing 
the people. 

His Struggle with Flavian. 

6. In the year 498 Palladius, the Monophysite patriarch of 
Antioch, died and was succeeded by Flavian II. The latter, 
passed for being an opponent of the Council of Chalcedon (^)^ 
and this is probably the reason why he was appointed by Ana- 



(*) The Discourses of PhilocsenuSy vol. n, p. xxi. 

(*) Ibid., p. Lxxiii. 

(^) Budge, ibid., p. xxix. 
(*) Edition Wright, p. 25. 

(*) a tpaal dk ^Xa^Lavov toTg iu Xc(Xxr]d6yt> doyfiaatv ((yrt>xeia6c(i ». 
Theophanes in Migne, P. G.j vol. 108, p. 341. 
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stasius to that important see. After his accession, however, he 
declared himself in fevor of the Council, renounced the commu- 
nion of the patriarch of Alexandria (*), and united himself with 
Macedonius of Constantinople and with Elias of Jerusalem. This 
change of policy drew upon him the opposition of Philoxenus, 
and thus began between the two a struggle which, with some 
interruptions, lasted for nearly fourteen years (499-513). 

It was probably in the interest of his party and to protect 
to Anastasius against Flavian's appointment that Philoxenus went 
twice to Constantinople, as we learn from his Letter to the Monks 
of Senun, in which he complains of the persecutions he suffered 
at the hands of his enemies : « What I have suffered from Fla- 
vian and Macedonius, who were archbishops of Antioch and of 
the capital, and before them from Calandion, is known and spo- 
ken of everywhere. I keep silence concerning what was plotted 
against me in the time of the Persian war among the nobles 
by the care of him who is called Flavian the heretic, and what 
happened to me in Edessa, and in the country of the Apameans, 
and in that of the Antiochians when I was in the monastery of 
the blessed MEr Bassus, and also in Antioch; and again, when 
I went up to the capital on two occasions^ the like things were 
done unto me by the Nestorian heretics (*) » . 

The first of these visits to the capital is believed to have 
taken place in 499 (^). Victor Tununensis relates that a council 
was held at Constantinople in that year under the presidency 
of Flavian and Philoxenus. At the demand of Anastasius, the 
council anathematized Diodorus of Tarsus, Theodore of Mopsue- 
stia, Theodoret of Cyrus, Ibas of Edessa, Andrew of Samosata, 
Eleutherius of Tyana, Cyrus of Hierapolis, John of Cyrrhus, and 
all those who admitted two natures in Christ and did not con- 



(») Cf. LiBERATUS, MiGNE, P,L., vol. 68, p. 1030. 

(«) B. a, n, p. 15. 

(«) Duval, Lit. Syr,, p. 357; B, 0., II, p. 15. 
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fess that one of the Trinity was crucified, also Leo of Rome and 
his dogmatic epistle, and the Council of Ohalcedon (0- It is pro- 
bable that Victor anticipates here the course of events, and 
places in the year 499 what, according to Theophanes and Eva- 
grius, took place later on. It is hardly reasonable to suppose 
that a council could be held from which Macedonins, the pa- 
triarch of Constantinople (496-511), would have been excluded; 
still less, that Flavian would have consented to preside over a 
council in company with his enemy. Doubtless Victor refers 
here to another council (') which was held at Constantinople 
in 498, to bring about a reconciliation between some monas- 
teries of the city and the principal church from which they had 
separated themselves on account of Acacius and of the Henoticon. 
Whatever may have happened during Philoxenus' first visit 
to the capital, it is certain that his differences with Flavian 
were not settled. The Persian war (502-505), which caused 
untold misery and destruction in Syria and Mesopotamia, and in 
Philoxenus' own province, interrupted for a while the struggle 
between them. But it was renewed in 507 (^) with more bitterness 
than ever. From the passage quoted above it would appear 
that Flavian had sought to influence the nobles, probably the 
Roman officials of the country, against Philoxenus. Certain it 
is that the latter began to accuse Flavian of Nestorianism. After 
Flavian had anathematized Nestorius and his doctrine, Philoxenus 
insisted that he should also anathematize Diodorus of Tarsus, 
Theodore of Mopsuestia, Theodoret of Cyrus, Ibas of Edessa, 
Cyrus of Hierapolis, Eleutherius of Tyana, and John of Cyrrhus, 
and told him that he would continue to regard him as a Nesto- 
rian, unless he condemned all these men together with their 



(0 MiGNK, P. L.y vol 68, p. 949. 

(*) Theophanes in Migne, P. G.j vol. 108, p. 340. Cf. also Assemani, 
B. 0., II, p. 15. 

(») Cf. TiixEMONT, M^moiresy vol. XVI, p. 677. 

2 
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doctrines (0- To bring greater pressure to bear upon him, Phi- 
loxenus enlisted the help of the Acephali of Egypt, and of Eleu- 
sins of Sasima and Nicias of Laodicea, all of whom shared his 
opposition to Flavian ('). Coming again to Constantinople, Phi- 
loxenus sought the help of the Emperor with the result that in 
509 Anastasius tried to force Flavian to sign the Henoticon a 
second time {^) and to condemn all the bishops whom Philoxe- 
nus had mentioned. Flavian convoked a provincial synod, and 
sent to the Emperor a letter in which, for the sake of peace, he 
confirmed the first three Councils and anathematized the persons 
named by Philoxenus, but did not speak of the Council of Chal- 
cedon. With this procedure, however, Philoxenus was not sa- 
tisfied, and he demanded that Flavian and Elias of Jerusalem, 
Flavian's friend, should condemn the CouDcil of Chalcedon and 
all those who admitted two natures in Christ (^). He then joined 
hands with Soterichus of Cappadocia and appealed again to Ana- 
stasius, who gave orders for a council to meet at Sidon, 511-512 (^). 
Flavian and Elias were both present, and Philoxenus and Sote- 
richus presided. We do not know exactly what took place 
there (^). Through the efforts of Flavian and Elias the Council 
of Chalcedon was not anathematized, and the council of Sidon 
was dismissed without anything being done s^ainst them. There- 
upon, Philoxenus wrote to the Emperor accusing the two bishops 
of having acted hypocritically C). Seeing that his efforts to 
dispossess Flavian of the see of Antioch had failed, he bribed the 
monks of Cynegica and those of Syria Prima to rush into the city 
and to make Flavian anathematize the Council of Chalcedon (^). 



(M EvAGRius ia MiGNE, p. G.i vol. 86 bis, p. 2661. 

(2) EvAGRius, ibid. 

{*) TiLLKMONT, M^moireSi vol. XVI, p. 679. 

(*) TiLLEMONT. ibid., p. 681. 

(*) Hefelr, Conciliengeschichte, vol. II, p. 666. 

(•) TiLLEMONT, ibid., p. 703. 

C) Theophanes in Migne, P. G., vol. 108, p. 361. 

(*) EvAGRius in Migne, P. G.y vol. 86 bis, p. 2665. 
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But the inhabitants, who were devoted to Flavian, rose up in 
arms against the monks, slew many of them, and cast their 
bodies into the Orontes. In a moment of weakness, and perhaps 
to avoid further bloodshed, Flavian pronounced anathema against 
the Council of Chalcedon, and the four bishops, Diodorus, Theo- 
dore, Ibas, and Theodoret (^). But Philoxenus accused him 
again of insincerity, and Flavian was banished to Petra in Pa- 
lestine (Palaestina III*) (*), and the Monophysite monk Severus 
was appointed patriarch in his stead (^). 

His Exile and Death. 

7. Philoxenus did not long enjoy the fruits of victory. The 
Emperor Anastasius, his protector and friend, died in 518 and 
was succeeded by the orthodox Justin I. One of the first acts 
of the new ruler was to unite his efforts with those of Pope Hor- 
misdas in bringing about a reconciliation between the East and 
the West. Communion with Rome was solemnly reestablished on 
Easter Sunday, March 24, 519 (^), and thus ended the schism 
which for thirty-five years had been a menace to the Church and 
to the Empire. The orthodox bishops who had been deposed 
under Zesa and Anastasius were restored to their sees, and the 
recalcitrant Monophysites sent into exile. Among the latter 
Theophanes mentions Philoxenus and his neighbor Peter ot 
Apamea (^). 

Philoxenus was first banished to Philippopolis in Thrace. 
It is from there that he wrote his Letter to the Monks of 
Senun, and probably also his Letter to the Monks of Teleda, 



(») Theophanes, ibid. 
(*) EvAGRius, ibid. 
(») EvAGRius, ibid., p. 2668. 

(*) HergenrOther, Hlstoire de V Eglise, traduction BeUti vol. II, 
n.« 163, p. 274. 

{*) MiGNE, P. Q,, vol. 108, p. 384. 
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two of the most important of his dogmatic works. In both of 
them he condemns the errors of Nestorins and Eiityches, and 
shows clearly that the snfferings and privations of his exile did 
not change the opinions for which he had been fighting since he 
left Edessa over half a centary before. From Philippopolis he 
was brought to Gangra(') in Paphlagonia, where he was mur- 
dered, probably in 523. 

The anonymous notice (*) gives the following account of his 
death: « And when he (Philozenus) had filled the Church with 
divine teachings and had interpreted the Books, and refuted the 
faith of the Nestorians by his writings against them, they cast 
him into exile in the city of Gangra and suffocated him with 
smoke. They shut him up in an upper chamber, and made smoke 
in the room below, and locked the doors. And thus he received 
the crown of martyrdom, being suffocated by them in the true 
confession »» . 



Various Judgments on Philoxenus. 

8. Such was the death of Philoxenus. Very different judgments 
have been passed on this remarkable man. The Jacobites honor 
him as a martyr and saint. They celebrate his memory on the 
tenth of December, the eighteenth of Pebrnaiy and the first of 
April (^), and, in the profession of faith exacted in the Jacobite 
Church from candidates to ordination, he is ranked among the 
holy Doctors and Fathers who preserved the faith of the first 
three Councils ('*). The historians of the Byzantine period re- 



(») Barhehraei Ghronicon Fcclesiasticum, ed. Abbkloos and Lamy, 
vol. I, p. 197. 

(") See Appendix I. According to a note at the bottom of the page 
containing the anonymous notice, Philoxenus was put to death on account 
of his opposition to the Council of Chalcedon. 

(») B. 0., II, p. 20. 

(*) Denzinger, Ritm Orientalium, vol. II, p. 104. 



- 21 — 

gard him as the vilest of men, a slave of Satan (^), and a stranger 
to God (*). They accuse him of never having been baptized, 
and see in him a Manichean and the author of the heresy of 
the Iconoclasts. There is evidently a great deal of exaggeration 
on both sides and, as Budge remarks, « it is probable that we 
must make some allowance for the hostility of those to whose 
lot it has fallen to describe his life »» (^). 

It is certain that Philoxenus was baptized, if the evidence 
derived from his works is worth anything. His doctrine on the In- 
carnation does not bear out the charge of Manicheism ; moreover, 
in some of his writings {% he explicitly rejects the teachings of 
^Mani and of Marcion. That he was an Iconoclast is not proved, and 
the passage adduced by A8semani(^) to confirm the testimony 
of Theophanes is fiar from conclusive. It is beyond question, 
however, that Philoxenus was always a bitter enemy not only 
of the doctrines of Nestorius and Eutvches, but also of the de- 
finition of the Council of Chalcedon which he regarded as con- 
firming the heresy of Nestorius. It is also certain that he re- 
sorted to violent means to deprive Flavian of the episcopal 
throne of Antioch. Yet he seems to have been sincere in his 
opposition. From the Letter of the Monks of Palestine to Alci- 
son, bishop of Nicopolis, it would appear that, according to some, 
Philoxenus was moved to attack Flavian by what seemed to him 
the interests of the faith (^). In his Letter to the Monks of 
Beth-Gaugal, Philoxenus thus rebukes his adversaries : « 1 fight 
for the common faith, and thou settest thyself against me with 



0) Cedrenus in Migne, P. G., vol. 121, p. 676. 

(*} EvAGRius in Migne, P. {?., vol. 86 bis, p. 2660. 

(*) Op. cit, vol. II, p. XXIV. 

(*) Budge, op. cit., vol. II. p. cxxxvi. 

(*) B. a, II, p. 21. 

(®) EvAGRius in Migne, P. G., vol. 86 bis, p. 2660: « oJx oYdufiey tl 
axoTtfiSy rj Tiolay £/G^«r nqog ^Xa^ictpoy ixdixcHy, nqoifdaei, 6k rijg niareatg, 
wg ol TtoXXol dtf^yovytca, xiyeiy fih' nQog avroy Xiti diccficc'A'Aety afy^erai log 
NectOQiayoy n. 
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the heretics. I toil and work day and night that the truth 
which was delivered to the Church may not be changed, and I 
direct the weapons of argument against those who deny the 
Gross, and thou insultest me (saying), « Hold thy tongue, let 
them do what they wish «. They want me to be silent lest 
I should expose their doctrines, and thou, with them, wantest 
me to remain silent. I hasten to root out division and to end 
the schism which they have caused in the faith, and thou de- 
clarest publicly that I am the cause of the division. They 
began a tumult, introduced a novelty, and disturbed the peace 
of all the churches, and thou considerest me as the author of 
the disturbance « (0. In his Letter to the Monks of Teleda, 
written during his exile, he says that he expects eternal life on 
account of the persecution to which he is being subjected : « If 
death should come to me on account of this truth, I believe 
that I shall receive life from it. And not only (the words) 
seducer and corrupter and other opprobrious names am I ready 
to hear for this doctrine, but I am also ready to suffer fire and 
beasts, and different kinds of torments, and persecutions without 
number y* (^). And notwithstanding all this, he asks the prayers 
of the monks that his own enemies may be converted and see 
the truth : « Let us pray for them that they may repent, and 
may be found by the truth which seeks to find them ; that their 
eyes may be opened so that they will see what they are doing 
and whom they persecute » (^). 

But if historians and scholars differ in their judgment of the 
character of Philoxenus, they all agree in regarding him as one 
of the brightest stars of Syriac literature. Jacob of Edessa (*), 
whom the Syrians call The Interpreter, ranks him among the 



(*) P. 117. 

(■) GuiDi, La lettera di Filosseno ai monaci di TelfAddd, fol. 29a, 
col. 1, lines 11-24. 

(•) GuEDi, ibid., col. 2, lines 12-18. 
(*) B. 0., I, p., 475. 
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four great Syriac Doctors, putting him on an equal footing with 
St. Ephrem, Jacob of Serugh, and Isaac of Antioch. Bar-Hebraeus 
calls him « a most eloquent man and wonderful doctor who 
attacked mightily the party of the Dyophysites, and set forth 
healthy doctrines concerning the holy way of monastic life » (*)- 
The moderns are no less lavish in their praise and admi- 
ration. Assemani, who pronounces a very severe judgment on 
Philoxenus' character, calling him « a most corrupt man »» (*), 
» a most pernicious heretic »» (^), who would have devastated 
the Church of God like a wild boar (*), confesses that he 
wrote Syriac most elegantly: « Scripsit Syriace, si quis alius, 
elegantissime » (^). The late Prof. Wright of Cambridge, who 
won for himself universal fame as a Syriac scholar, says that 
Philoxenus was not only a man of strife and action, but an 
elegant writer as well (^). Prof. Guidi, of Rome, in his beautiful 
edition of the Letter of Philoxenus to the Monks of Teleda, also 
contributes his share of praise to the purity, eloquence and force 
of the style of Philoxenus : « II suo valore letterario e incon- 
trastato ; ed in lui la squisita purity della lingua non e inferiore 
air eloquenza ed alia forza dello stile y> (^). And it is gratifying 
to add that the three letters, which are published in this vo- 
lume, fully confirm the universal judgment of scholars as to the 
literary merits of Philoxenus, and give us, besides, a new proof 
of the dialectical skill and theological learning of that famous 
Monophysite. 



) Chronicon eccl., vol. I, p. 183. 

:«) B, 0., n, p. 12. 

») Ibid., p. 11. 

♦) Ibid., p. 18. 

») Ibid., p. 20. 

•) Art. Syriac Literature in Ency. Brit., 9th ed., p. 872. 

') Op. cit., p. III. 
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CHAPTER II. 
THE PUBLISHED WOBKS OP PHILOXENUS. 

Philoxenus was one of the most prolific writers of his age. 
When we think of the troubled condition of his life, and of the 
constant struggle that he waged against the doctrines of Nesto- 
rius and Eutyches, and against the definition of the Council of 
Chalcedon, it is indeed mai'velous that he should have found 
time to write so large a number of works. They are preserved 
mostly in the libraries of the British Museum, of Oxford, Bome, 
and Paris (^). They deal with a great variety of topics, and may 
be classified under four principal heads : Scripture, liturgy, asce- 
ticism and dogma. Outside of a hymn on the Nativity of Our 
Lord (the authenticity of which is doubtful for it has also been 
attributed to Severus of Antioch and to John bar Aphthon) (*), 
they are all written in prose, and, as ancients and modems agree, 
they are among the best specimens of the golden age of Syriac 
literature. Unfortunately, themajority of them are still unpublished. 
Until the year 1873, in which Martin edited in his Syro-Chal- 



(*) For a complete catalogue of the writings ascribed to Philoxenus, 
see Budge, op. cit., vol. II, pp. xlviii-lxvi. After Assemani {B. 0., II, p. 37J, 
Budge (ibid., p. lviii, n<*. xlv) speaks of two letters of Philoxenus to the 
Monks of Teleda. As Guidi remarks {Z. D. M. G., vol. 35, p. 143), we 
know of one only. The supposed second letter to the Monks of Teleda, 
which is the first of the three letters published in this dissertation, is to 
be identified with the Letter to the Monks which Philoxenus inserted in 
his treatise showing that One of the Trinity was incarnate and suffered 
for us. This treatise is found in Syr. Ms. Add. 12164 of the British Museum 
(Wright's Catal., n^. DCLXXVI), and in Syr. Ms. 138 of the Vatican. 

(«) B. 0., II, p. 46. 
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daicae Institutiones (*) the text of the Letter to Abn-Nafir, nothing 
was known of the writings of Philoxenus, except a Latin trans- 
lation of two ot his Anaphoras by Renaudot (*), and the brief 
extracts given of several of his works in the Bibliotheca Orien- 
talis of Assemaui {^). We give here a review of all the published 
works of Philoxenus, as we had to make use of some of them 
in the exposition of his doctrines. 



L 
The Discourses and other Texts. 

9. The Discourses of Philoxenus on Christian life and cha- 
racter, the most important of his ascetical works, were published 
(Syriac text and English translation) in 1894 by Budge from 
Syriac Mss. of the sixth and seventh centuries in the British 
Museum (*). 

The text is based on Add. 14598 (Wright DCCLXIV), 
which is called A. Variant readings are given from Add. 1 4595 
(Wright DCLXXVIII), Add. 12163 (Wright DCLXXVII), 
Add. 17153 (Wright DCLXXIX), Add. 14596 (Wright DCLXXX), 
Add. 14625 (Wright DC LXXXI), Add. 14601 (Wright DCCXCV), 
and Add. 14621 (Wright DCCLXXIX). These seven Mss. are 
referred to as B, C, D, E, F, 6, and H respectively. From the 
fact that the Scriptural quotations in the discourses are taken 
from the Peshitta, Budge concludes that these discourses were 



(*) SyrO'Ghaldaicae Institutiones ^ pp. 71-78. 

n Liturgiarum Orientalium collectio, vol. II, pp. 300, 309. 

(*) B. O.J II, Xenaias Mabugensis, pp. 10-46. 

(*) These discourses are found in 19 Mss. of the British Museum, 
either in whole or in part (Budge, op. cit., vol. II, pp. lh, xciv). They are 
extant also in Syr. Ms. 201 (Xlllth century) of the Biblioth^que Nationals 
of Paris (See Zotenberg, Catalogue des Manuscrits Syriaques et Sah^ens 
de la Biblioth^que Nationals , p. 149). Extracts of them in Karsuni exist 
in Ms. 239 of the same library (Zotenberg, ibid., p. 194). 
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written before 508, the year in which Philoienus published his 
translation of the Bible at Mabbdgh, and he places the time 
of their composition between 485 and the end of the fifth 
century (^). 

These discourses are thirteen in number. The first is a 
ptologtle to the others; the second, third, and fourth treat of 
ikitb Us a virtue; the fifth treats of simplicity; the siith and 
sereilth, of the fear of God; the eighth and ninth, of poverty; 
the tenth, of gluttony; the eleventh, of abstinence; and the 
twelfth and thirteenth, of fornication. They are written in 
exquisitely pure Syriac, and in them especially we notice those 
(jnalities of style for which Jacob of Edessa admired and praised 
the writings of Philoienus (*). 

Besides the above discourses, Budge has also published, in 
the second volume of his work, seven other short treatises of 
Philoienus, which are very important from a dogmatic standpoint. 
Though less interesting than his larger dogmatic writings, they 
contain, in a few pages, the principles underlying his theolo- 
gical opinions, and make us partly acquainted with the objections 
which he urged against the Nestorians and against the adherents 
of the Council of Chalcedon. We give here a review of these 
different teits. 

a) An explanationi^) of the heresies of Mani, Marcion, and 
others, from. Add. 14529 (7th or 8th century) (Wright DCCCLVI) 

of the British Museum, (fol. 65b-66b). The title is : oA^.i cdo^ 



In this document, Philoienus eiplains and rejects the here- 
sies of the Gnostics, the Nestorians, and the Eutychians on the 
Incarnation, and gives us a short statement of his own doctrine. 



(*) BUDOE, op. Cit., vol. II, p. LXXIII. 

(■) Duval, Litldrature Syriaque, p. 230. 

(") Vol. II; Text, p. cxxxvi; Translation, p. xlv. 



- 27 — 

b) A treatise against every Nestorian (*)i ft^»i the same 
Ms. (fol. 66b-t;8a). The title is : ^jM^a^.t re:x.;'.i« rCxSi ^o^ 
f<Ao.i -\ctaso.i f^^ntn^f^ tn\^m\\%^ f<Ls*.Vio firtcntA 

It contains seven chapters or paragraphs of which a sum- 
mary is given (p. xxxvii). Philoxenus anathematizes Nesto- 
rius, Diodorus of Tarsus, and Theodoret of Cyrrhus, accepts the 
twelve chapters of Cyril of Alexandria against Nestorius, re- 
ceives the Henoticon of Zeno, and pronounces anathema upon 
every one who would divide Christ into two natures. 

c) A confession of faith (*) against the Council of Chal- 
cedon. Fit^m i\\^ game Ms. (fol 68a-69a). ^^ijjK^ K^i^cxiM^co 

In ten short paragraphs Philoxenus anathematizes the Council 
of Chalcedon for composing, as he says, a faith at variance with 
that of the Council of Nice, for excommunicating Nestorius while 
agreeing with him in doctrine, for distinguishing two natures in 
Christ and receiving Ibas of Edessa, Theodoret of Cyrrhus, and 
Leo (the Great) of Rome. 

d) Bow one must reply when questioned as to his be- 
lief (^). Prom the same Ms. (fol. 69b-71a). >i.M.i oA^.i ao^ 

In this document, Philoxenus gives us a concise statement 
of his belief in the Blessed Trinity and in the Incarnation. 

e) Twelve chapters against those who maintain two na- 
tures in Christ and one person (*). This treatise is found in 



(M Vol. II, Text, p. cxx. 

(«) Ibid., Tett, p. xcviit; Translation, p. xxxm. 
(») Ibid., Text, p. xcve; Translation, p. xxxi. 
(*) Ibid., Text, p. cev. 
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Add. 14597 (A. D. 569) (Wright DCCXXX) of the British 
Museum, (fol. 91a-98b). The title is: ,190.1 r^:x*i .ao^ 

,r€snaxa .u»a r^iaiT^Wn ^aIjA ^1^ 

Here Philoxenas argues that if we admit two natures in 
Christ, we must also admit two persons, and he does not distin- 
guish between the Nestorian heresy and the Catholic doctrine. 

f) Twenty chapters against Nestorius (^). Prom the same 
Ms. (fol. 98b-i05b). oA^.i .i& oriL.i ^'ifia^ reW^ySua .ao^ 

• Qocuioi^fiftl \inn\ ^iJiSnr^ 

In this treatise Philoionus formulates twenty objections 
against the doctrines of Nestorius. Most of these objections rest 
on the confusion of the notions of nature and person, his chief 
point being this, that since the Word became incarnate in His 
person. He also became incarnate in His nature, and since there 
is only one nature before the Incarnation, there can be but one 
after the Incarnation. Thus in the third chapter he says: « If 
God the Word became man in His person, and is not called 
two persons, but one person who became man, He also became 
man in His nature, and His nature who became man is one, 
and is not called two natures »>. 

g) Ten chapters against those who divide Our Lord 
after the indivisible union (*). From the same Ms. (fol. 105b- 
107b). rrekifiA^K" %XsJi ^i.A.j^r^;i K'i-fia.^ f<lr»l .ao^ 
nc'i^cu.iM ika ^ m.^^ ca\ ^i^^^.i ^AaK" A n nCl\ 

These ten chapters are directed against the Nestorians for 
admitting two persons in Christ, and against the followers of 
the Council of Chalcedon for acknowledging two natures after 
the union. Both, according to Philoxenus, divide Our Lord 



(^) Ibid., Text, p. cxxiii; Summary, p. xxxix. 
(^) Ibid., Text, p. c; Summary, p. xxxvi. 
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by admitting two persons or two natures in Him. Here again 
he mismiderstands the Catholic doctrine. Thus, in the third 
chapter, speaking of the adoration of the Magi, he says: » If 
two natures be admitted in Christ, which of the two did the 
Magi worship? If the divine nature, they could have done 
so when they were in their own country; if the human na- 
ture, they are worthy of blame, not of praise. Now the Book 
testifies concerning them that their action is worthy of praise. 
Therefore, when they worshipped Christ, they worshipped the 
Incarnate God » (^). In the premises of this argument, he evi- 
dently supposes that Catholics adore the natures separately. 



II. 
The Letter to Abu-Nafir. 

10. The Syriac text of this letter was published in 1873 by 
Martin (*) from Add. 14529 of the British Museum (fol. 61a- 
65b). Fragments of it are also found in Add. 17193 (Wright 
DCCCLXI) (fol. 83a) {'), and Add. 17134 (Wright CCCCXXI) 
(fol. 4b) (^). The title is: kHju^t^ >isa ^iuk.! ^eu^ncaieuoo 

in 

The sy nodical letter which Mar Aksenaya, bishop of MabbOgh, 
wrote to Abu-Natir, stratelates (^) of Hira (*) of Beth-Naaman. 



(*) Ibid., p. c. 

(') SyrO'Chaldaicae Institutiones, pp. 71-78. 

(«) Wright, Gat. Syr, Mss., p. 998. 

(*) Wright, ibid., p. 338. 

{») The saagister militum of the Romans (Cf. Du Cange, Glossarium 
ad Scriptores mediae et infimae graecitatis, vol. II, p. 1459). 

(•) A little south-east of Meshed *Ali, (Cf. Rothstein, Die Dynastie 
der Laf^miten in al-Hira, 12, f.). At an early date, the rulers of Hira became 
simple lieutenants of the Persian Kings. 



— 30 — 

Date. The list (') of the ralers of Hira does not cootain 
the name of Abn-Nafir. It mentions, however, Abu-Yafar who 
ruled from 498 to 503, simply as a vassal or lieutenant of the 
Persian King. If we assume his identity with Abu-Nafir, the 
date of composition of this letter would fall between 498 and 503. 
This document is very unlike the published writings of Philo- 
xenus. The obvious differences of style and the glaring anachro- 
nisms which it contains regarding prominent events in the lives 
of Nestorius and of Theodore of Mopsuestia, raise serious doubts 
as to its authenticity ('). Philoxenus should have been well 
acquainted with the history of Nestorius and of Theodore, for he 
spent a few years in Edessa and in Antioch, cities which were 
for a time the strongholds of Nestorianism in the East. As no 
translation of this letter has been published, a detailed analysis 
of its contents will not be out of place here. 

The letter gives: a) the genealogy of Nestorius and of Theo- 
dore; b) their elevation to the sees of Constantinople and of Mop - 
suestia; c) their heresy; d) the condemnation of Nestorius by 
the Council of Ephesus; e) the heresy of Eutyches and his con- 
demnation at Chalcedon; /) the return of Timothy Aelurus to 
Alexandria; g) and the origin of the sect called Esaianists. 

a) Addi married a woman named Amlaka who bore him 
two sons: Barbeelsemin and Abasoum. Barbeel§emin was the 
father of Nestorius, Abasoum of Theodore (^). Nestoria9 and 



(*) The kingdom of Hira was founded, it is related, about 195 by 
Malik ben Fahm, but jfee Rothstein, op. c. 37 f. 

(*) These doubts are again increased by the strong probability that, 
at the time the letter is supposed to have been written, the kings of Hira 
were still heathens. Cf. the article of Guidi, Mundhir IIIj und die bei- 
den mono phy sit ischen Bischofe in the Z. D. M. G., vol. 35, p. 142, where 
he shows that Mundhir III, who reigned in Hira from 505 to 513, was very 
probably a heathen. 

(®) This genealogy makes Nestorius and Theodore first cousins. There 
is no evidence of their having been related. 
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Theodore were born (^) at Maras where the sons of Addi had 
settled. After they had mastered the Greek language, they were 
sent to Athens (*), where they studied philosophy. 

b) In Athens, they became acquainted with some free men 
from Constantinople who praised them before Honorins, with the 
result that Honorius (^) commanded that they should both be 
made bishops, Nestorius, of Constantinople, and Theodore, of 
Mopsuestia. 

c) Once in possession of their sees, they began to corrupt 
the true faith in private commentaries which they sent to each 
other (*), distinguishing the Only Son of God into two natures, 
attributing miracles to the one, and humiliations to the other. 

d) Hearing of this, Theodosius the Younger convoked the 
Council of Ephesus against the Nestorian doctrines. Then Nesto- 
rius wrote to Theodore, and told him not to be afraid, but to 
go the Council (^), and to anathematize him (Nestorius), not indeed 
with the anathema which cuts one off from the kingdom of heaven, 
but only in the sense in which St. Paul desired to be anathema 
for the salvation of his brethren, the sons of Israel. 



(*) Theodore was born at Antioch, about 350 (Migne, P. (?., vol. ^^^ 
p. 11), and Nestorius was born in Germanicia (Maras) (Smith, Dictionary 
of Christian Biography, art. Nestorianism). 

(") According to all accounts, they both studied at Antioch. 

(®) This is at variance with well established dates. Honorius ruled 
in the West from 395 to 423. The emperors of the East, during that 
l)eriod, were Arcadius (395-408), and Theodosius II (408-450). Nestorius 
was consecrated bishop of Constantinople, April 10, 428, five years after 
Honorius' death (Cf. Smith, loc. cit.), whilst Theodore became bishop of 
Mopsuestia at the end of the year 392 or the beginning of 393 (Cf. Goyau, 
Chronologie de VFmpire Romainy p. 610). 

(♦) There is no evidence of any correspondence between Theodore and 
Nestorius, especially after the elevation of the latter to the see of Constan- 
tinople, for Theodore died in 428 (Migne, P. G., vol. 66, p. 12). Nor is it 
certain that Nestorius was ever a disciple of Theodore at Antioch, as some 
have maintained. All we know is that Nestorius and his followers held the 
writings of Theodore in great esteem (Cf. Tillemont, M^moires, vol. XII, 
p. 441). 

(*) Theodore died in 428, and the Council of Ephesus was held in 431. 
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e) In the days of Marcian, Eutyches rose against the Chiirch, 
and taught that the Son of Ood brought His body down from 
heaven (^). And, because he would not recede from the posi- 
tion he had taken, he was excommunicated by the Council of 
Chalcedon. Affcer the Fathers had assembled, Leo (*) wrote to 
them to receive the doctrines of Nestorius (^), and his own tomos (^). 
On threat of deposition made by Marcian, they yielded, because 
they loved their office. But Dioscorus, patriarch of Alexandria, 
did not yield ; he was exiled, and his secretary (^) became patri- 
arch in his stead. The Alexandrians received the new patriarch ; 
but some priests, deacons, and laymen who would not agree with 
the Council of Chalcedon, did not communicate with him ; they 
fled into Ethiopia with Timothy (•), a disciple of Dioscorus. 

f) After a while, the Alexandrians became sorry for having 
received the secretary of Dioscorus; they stoned him (7), and cast 
his body into the sea. After the death of Marcian, Timothy 
returned to Alexandria, took possession of the see, and forgave 
the Alexandrians. However, the priests, deacons, and laymen, 
who had returned with him, would not communicate with the 
Alexandrians, for they said: « Whoever has taken part in the 
Council of Chalcedon in any way, has not the priesthood « . 

g) Then four priests from among them took the Gospel, 
placed it on the head of Esaias, and made him bishop. From 



(*) In his Letter to the Monks (p. 97), Philoienus accuses Eutyches 
of teaching that the body of Christ was made from nothing. 

(«) Pope Leo the Great (440-461). 

(*) As Monophysites did not distinguish between nature and person, 
they identified the followers of the Council of Chalcedon with the Nestorians. 

(*) The dogmatic epistle to Flavian of Constantinople ; Migne, P, L,, 
vol. 54, p. 755. 

(») Proterius. He was patriarch of Alexandria from 454 to 457. 

(«) Timothy Aelurus. 

(') Proterius was not stoned by his own people, but was stabbed to 
death together with six of his priests in the baptistry of his cathedral on 
Good Friday 457 by the followers of Timothy himself. Cf. Nbalb, The 
patriarchate of Alexandria, vol. II, p. 12. 
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that time on they were called Esaianistae-Acephali (^). Con- 
cerning the belief of the Acephali, that those who had taken 
part in the Council of Chalcedon in any way had not the true 
priesthood, the letter goes on to explain that heretics confer 
baptism and priesthood validly, provided they have not preached 
their heresy openly. Consequently, the baptism and the orders 
conferred by the Fathers of Chalcedon after their dispersion were 
valid, because they did not preach their heresy (the definition 
of the two natures in Christ), so that the case of those who 
received those sacraments from them was parallel to the case 
of those who were baptized or ordained by Judas Iscariot. As 
his heresy was only in his heart, the sacraments which he conferred 
were valid. 

III. 

The Letter concerning Stephen Bar Sudaili. 

11. This letter, addressed to Abraham and Orestes priests of 
Edessa, was published (Syriac teit and English translation) by 
Prothingham in 1886, in his work Stephen Bar Sudaili ^ the 
Syrian Mystic, and the book of Bierotheos, Leyden (Brill). 
It is extant only in Syr. Ms. 107 of the Vatican (fol. 60r-63v), 
which is of the eighth century. The close of the letter is wanting. 
The title is : ^coiaK" ^cA -\cia991 rd!tifioL&f^ >isa.i K'l^xi^nc' 



(*) The origin of the Acephali, and of the Esaianists, who were only 

a branch of that sect, does not date from the time of Timothy, but from 

the time of Peter Mongus, for the Acephali separated themselves from the 

latter, because he accepted the Henoticon, and would not anathematize the 

Council of Chalcedon. (Cf. Lkontius Byz., De Seeds, Act. V, n.° 2, in 

MiGNE, P. G.y vol. 86, p. 1229). Their origin is posterior to 482, the year 

in which the Henoticon was promulgated. As to the origin of the Esaianists, 

some say that the hand of a certain bishop Eusebius, when dead, had been 

laid on the head of Esaias. Cf. Neale, ibid., p. 22. 

3 
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Date. This letter was evidently written before the year 
513, for Philoienus refers to the impossibility of communica- 
ting, on account of differences in the faith, with the bishop of 
Jerusalem, Elias (494-513). Frothingham places the date of 
its composition between 509 and 512, when the contest between 
the Orthodox and Monophysite parties was at its height {^). 

Bar Sudaili was a Monophysite monk of Edessa, who had 
become imbued with pantheistic doctrines, probably in Egypt. 
From Jerusalem where he had retired, he had sent followers of 
his to Abraham and Orestes, priests of Edessa, with books con- 
taining his impious teachings. Hearing of this, Philoienus wrote 
to these priests, warning them against BarSudaili's errors. Accor- 
ding to Philoienus, he taught that everything was consubstantial 
with God, that the good and the wicked would receive the same 
measure of retribution in the neit world, that, on the day of the 
consummation, all things would return into the divinity from 
which they came. In his letter Philoienus refutes at some length 
Bar Sudaili*s pantheism and his doctrine on salvation. 



IV. 



The Letter to the Monks of Teleda. 

12. The Syriac teit of this letter, together with an introduction 
and an analysis of the contents, was published in 1886 by Guidi (*). 
His splendid edition corresponds page for page, column for column, 
and line for line, with the original which is eitant only in Syr. 
Ms. 136 of the Vatican (fol. 3a-29a). Folios 1, 2, and 6, are 
wanting, hence the letter shows no title. A Syriac Ms. of the 



(*) Stephen Bar Sudaili, p. 58. 

(^) La lettera di Filosseno ai monaci di Tell ^Addd (Teleda),'iS.emou2k del 
Socio Ignazio Guidi. Reale Accademia dei Lincei (anno CCLXXXII, 1884*86), 
Roma, 1886. 
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British Museum, Add. 14663 (Wright DCCLI), contains four 
short extracts (0 of this letter with the following title: .so^ 

The Ms. having been injui'ed, the reading of the letter was 
a most difficult and laborious task. Guidi confesses that the 
decipherment of it cost him much patience and fatigue, and he 
certainly deserves the gratitude of all Syriac scholars for placing 
within their reach this letter of Philoxenus, which is one of the 
best specimens of the controversial literature of that period. 

Date. From the last sentence of fol. 3 a, col. 2, Assemani (*) 
concludes that Philoxenus wrote this letter during his exile 
(519-523): « Pray also for me, not that I may be delivered 
from this persecution, but that I may derive profit from it, 
that it may become unto me a cause of eternal life ». In 
fol. 14 b, col. 1, Philoxenus attacks especially one enemy, who. 
as Guidi remarks (^), may be Paul II, the successor of Seve- 
rus on the episcopal throne of Antioch. On account of his zeal 
for the decrees of Chalcedon (he had placed the names of the 
six hundred and thirty Fathers of the Council in the diptychs) (*), 
Paul was accused of Nestorianism, and was called « the Jew » 
by the Monophysites (^). It is probably to him that Philoxenus 
refers in the following passage : « If any one calls thee by the 
name of Jew or heathen, thou art angry, and thou art not angry 
with thyself for voluntarily placing thy portion with them, and 
contending with us in their own words (®) » . 



(*) Published by Guidi, ibid., p. vi. 

(«) B. O.y n, p. 37. 

(*) Op. cit., p. V, note 1. 

(*) Le Quien, Oriens christianuSy vol. 11, p. 732. 

(*) Abbeloos and Lamy, Barhebraei Chronicon, vol. I, p. 195. Cf. 
also the chronological Canon of James of Edessa^ edited by Brooks in 
the Z. D. M. G., vol. 53, p. 318. 

(•) Guidi, op. cit., fol. 14^, col. 1, lines 14-21. 
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If the identity of Paul of Antioch with the adversary at- 
tacked by Philoxenus be granted, the letter would certainly be 
posterior to 519, the year in which Severus was exiled by Justin. 
And it may have been written before the year 521, in which 
Paul resigned the see of Antioch (^). 

This letter was addressed to the Monks of Teleda, accor- 
ding to Guidi (*), the modern Telladi, about half way between 
Antioch and Aleppo. That these monks shared the opinions of 
Philoxenus, is evident from Philoxenus' own words: « There- 
fore, what that faith is for which it is necessary for us to die, 
in a few words we will show ; not as teaching, but because we 
agree with your truth and your faith, and to show that we are 
one with you on the question of the divine Economy. And if 
we have been a seducer and corrupter, as the adversaries say, 
then so are you also with us. But if we have been sincere 
and orthodox, and this is the truth, it is a common victory and 
joy for the holy body of the Church » (^). 

The letter to the Monks of Teleda is one of the most im- 
portant of Philoxenus' works from the standpoint of doctrine 
and style. It is dogmatic in character and argumentative in form. 
As we shall have occasion to quote from it frequently when 
treating of Philoxenus' doctrine on the Incarnation and the Tri- 
nity, a brief analysis will suflflce here. 

After recommending himself to the prayers of the monks 
that he may derive profit from his sufferings, Philoxenus de- 
clares his belief in the Trinity and in the Incarnation of the 
Son of God. He shows afterwards that the same Christ is both 
« ante omnes » and « the Firstborn from the dead »; ante 
omnes, because He is God, and the Firstborn from the dead, 
because He became man. Concerning the death of Christ on the 



(*) Le Quien, ibid., p. 732. 

(*) Op. cit., p. Ill, note 4. 

(■) Guidi, op. cit, fol. 4 a, col. 2, lines 2-21. 
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Cross, Philoxenus defends against the Nestorians the proposition 
« The Immortal died », and shows how he understands it. 
First of all, he postulates faith as a necessary condition to be- 
lieve that Christ died, because faith is not needed to believe that 
God is immortal, and that man is mortal. Then he takes up 
in order his adversaries' objections. These were contained in a 
letter or treatise ('eggartha), which seems to have had conside- 
rable influence on the religious polemics of the times (^). The 
following are the principal objections with which he deals : 

a) How can God be at the same time mortal and im- 
mortal ? 

b) Since angels do not die, how can God, Who made them 
immortal, die? 

c) If Life died, who gave it life again? 

d) Who ruled the universe, the three days that God was 
in the grave? 

In answer to those different objections, Philoxenus shows 
that the Word of God suffered onlv in so far as He became 
man; that He was not a sufferer by nature, but by His will; 
that, when He was lying dead in the grave, He was living the 
life of His divinity, for the life which He commended on the 
Cross into the hands of His Father, was not His divine life, 
but the life which He had taken from us. 

Towards the end of the letter, Philoxenus rejects the words 
« Christ King », which Calandion had inserted into the Tri- 
sagion of Peter the Fuller. He condemns the addition as brin- 
ging in Christ after the three divine persons, or as introducing 
a fourth person into the Trinity. 

Philoxenus closes his letter with an anathema against Ne- 
storius and Theodore of Mopsuestia, and with the declaration 
that he is ready to die for his faith. 



(*) GuiDi, op, cit., p. V. 
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CHAPTER III. 
THE DOCTRINES OP PHILOXENUS. 

A) His Doctrine on the Incarnation. 

General Considerations. 

13. The dogma of the Incarnation was the principal theme of 
religious controversy in the fifth century of the Church. The 
disputes with the Gnostics, the Arians, and the ApoUinarists 
had given rise to many discussions on the person of Christ. In 
opposition to all heresies, the Church always invoked the autho- 
rity and voice of tradition aflSrming clearly the unity of the 
person of the God-man and the existence of two natures in Him. 
But the manner of union of the two natures had not been 
explained (^). The Fathers illustrated it by means of figures and 
comparisons, but did not always speak of it with strict philoso- 
phical accuracy. Any explanation that did not preserve the 
unity of person and the existence and distinction of the two 
natures in Christ was bound to end in error (*). And such, in- 
deed, was the case. Here we see two diiferent schools at work: 
the school of Antioch and the school of Alexandria. By applying 
their own theories to christological questions which, first of all, 
demanded faith as a necessary condition for their acceptance, 
they caused the two great heresies of Nestorianism and Euty- 
chianism. 



0) HergenrOther, Histoire de VEglisey traduction -^t- P-.-BSett 
vol. II, n. 126, p. 201. 

(■) HerqenrOther, ibid. 
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The school of Antioch insisted specially on the human 
element in Christ and on the permanent distinction of the na- 
tm*es after the union (^). Some, however, confounding the notions 
of nature and person, went so far as to acknowledge not only 
two natures but two persons also (^). They did not admit that 
the human nature could exist complete and perfect in Christ 
without its connatural subsistence or personality, and, instead 
of uniting the human nature with the divine person, they united 
a human person with the person of the Word. 

Different was the course pursued by the theologians of the 
school of Alexandria. They dwelt willingly on the divine element 
in Christ and on the mysterious union of the natures (^). Some 
applied the trichotomy of Plato to the dogma of the Incarna- 
tion, and, believing that man was made up of three factors, 
body, soul {ipvxfj), and spirit {vovg), taught that Christ consisted 
of the body, the soul, and the Logos (*). According to them, the 
Son of God was incarnate without the rational soul {vovq)^ whose 
place was taken and filled by the Logos Himself. Others held 
th^ absorption of the human nature by and into the divine i^). 
Others again taught that the body of Christ was consubstantial 
with His divine nature, and that, on the day of the consum- 
mation, all things would become of one nature with the divi- 
nity (^). 

Still another class combined, so to speak, the tendencies 
of the two schools; and, although they held that the humanity 
of Christ was real, nay, consubstantial with ours, they refused 
to it the name of nature, and spoke, not of two natures in 



(*) Cf. HerqenrOthee, op* cit., vol. II, n. 98, p. 134 ; also Vacant, 
Dictionnaire de th^ologie catholigue, art. Antioche, p. 1435. 
(*) Nestorians. 

(') Cf. Vacant, op. cit., art. Alexandrie, p. 805. 
(*) Hbfele, Conciliengeschichte, vol. II, p. 142. — 

(•) Strict Eatychians. 
(•) The Syrian Stephen Bar Sudaili. 
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Christ, but of a twofold or composite nature, consisting of the 
divinity and the humanity, united after the manner of the soul 
and the body in man. This heresy is known by the name of 
Monophysitism in specie (0 or Jacobite Monophysitism, in con- 
tradistinction from Eutychianism proper. Philoxenas and SeTerus 
of Antioch were the principal champions of this doctrine in the 
end of the fifth century and the beginning of the sixth, and it 
may be said that they reduced it to a theological system. Phi- 
loxenus devoted his life to its propagation. Most of his dogma- 
tic works were written in its defence. It is touched upon in 
many of his writings, particularly in the three letters the text 
of which is given here for the first time. The Letter to the 
Monks deals with the errors of Nestorius and Eutyches; the 
first Letter to the Monks of Beth-Gaugal was written to confirm 
those monks in the Monophysite doctrines which they shared 
with him, and the Letter to Zeno may be regarded as Philo- 
xenus' own profession of faith in the mystery of the Incarnation. 
In the light of these three documents and of his other 
published works, we shall consider how Philoxenus opposes Ne- 
storius and Eutyches, and thus we shall be able to form an 
accurate notion of his views on the Incarnation, and on other 
points of belief of which he speaks in connection with the main 
subject. 

Philoxenus and Nestorius. 

14. There is no doubt that Philoxenus was well acquainted 
with the tenets of Nestorianism, for he had studied in the Per- 
sian school of Edessa, which was at the time openly favorable 
to that heresy. Ibas had translated into Syriac the works of 
Theodore of Mopsuestia and Diodonis of Tarsus, and two of his 



(*) Hefele, Conciliengeschichtef vol. II, p. 564. 
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disciples, Mari of Beth-Ardasir and Marun Elitha, spread the 
Nestorian doctrines in the East (^). Philoienus was one of 
those who opposed Ibas (*). This opposition which he began 
when only a student, he continued all his life, and to his efforts 
and those of his friends is principally due the fact that Nesto- 
rianism became confined to the Syrians of the Persian empire. 



Heresy of Nestorius. 

15. Nestorius, confounding the notions of nature and person, 
could not think of the human nature in Christ without its con- 
natural subsistence. Hence, he understood the union of the na- 
tures in this way, that a man, integral and complete, was first 
formed in the Virgin Mary and united afterwards with the Word 
of God : « Scire autem convenit etiam de dispensatione quam 
pro nostra salute in Domino Ohristo Dominus Deus implevit, 
quod Deus Yerbum hominem perfectum adsumpsit ex semine 
Abraham, et ex David juxta praedicationem Sanctarum Scriptu- 
rarum, ejus naturae cujus et ill! fueiomt ex quorum semine erat, 
hominem natura perfectum, ex anima rationali et humana came 
compositum » (^). We find the same teaching in a homily (*) 
of the famous Nestorian poet Narses (f 507), a contemporary 
of Philoxenus. Speaking of Diodorus, Theodore of Mopsuestia, 
and Nestorius, he says : « The just have interpreted one essence 
which is three, and have joined to it a man through the union » (^). 



(») Duval, Histoire (TEdessey p. 177. 

(«) B. 0., I, p. 352. 

(■) Labbe-Mansi, Sacrorum Conciliorum nova et amplissima collection 
vol. V, p. 696. 

(*) Hom4lie de NarsH sur les trots docteurs NestorienSy par TAbb^ 
F. Martin, in the Journal Asiatique; Introduction and Syriac text, 9th 
series, tome XIV, pp. 446-492; French translation, 9th series, tome XV, 
pp. 469-525. 

(») Ibid , tome XIV, p. 453, lines 18-19. 
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Against this doctrine, Philoxenus holds that the Word was 
not united to a man first created in the womb of the Virgin, 
but that He because man of the Virgin without ceasing to be 
God. Thus, in the Letter to Zeno, he says: « But I see, with 
the eye of faith, a Spiritual Being, Who, without change, became 
corporal, and Mary brought forth, not a double (Son), as Nesto- 
rius said, but the Only-Begotten embodied. Who is not indeed half 
God and half man, but wholly God because He is from the 
Father, and wholly man because He became (man) of the Vir- 
gin » (0. According to him, the body of the Lord was His own, 
and not of another, as he says in the Letter to the Monks : 
tf But it is not at all in the sense that a man or a body 
distinct from God died, that death is spoken of God, as it is 
not in the sense that a man or the body of another person 
distinct from God was born that birth is spoken of God ; for, it 
was not a body that was born, but it was God, Who became 
a body and remained in His natm*e God ; and it was not a body 
that was crucified, but it was God, Who becanie man, and in 
His death did not lose His life » (*). 



The Word Seoroxog, 

16. From Nestorius' theory on the union of the natures, it 
follows necessarily that Mary cannot be called Qsoroxog, Mother 
of God. And this title, in thie sense in which Catholics under- 
stand it, he always refused to her. Thus, in his firsL sermon .on 
the Incarnation, he says: » Habet matrem Deus? Ergo excusa- 
bilis gentilitas matres diis subintroducens. Paulus ergo mendai, 
de Christi deitate dicens, anaKOQ, a/i^Tw^, ixvev yeveakoyiag 
(Heb. vii, 3), id est, sine patre, sine matre, sine generationis 



(>) P. 120. 
(«) P. 99. 
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narratione » (0- The Word, he argues, merely passed through 
the Virgiu, but was not born of her: « Transiisse Deum per 
Yirginem xqi,(Stox6xov, a Scriptura perdoctus sum; natum, non 
edoctus sum » (*). 

Philoxenus teaches clearly that Mary is Mother of God, and 
that the Word was born of her. In the Letter to the Monks, 
he says : « For the Virgin was not indeed a channel (through 
which) God (passed), but His true Mother, because He became 
man of her « (^). In the Letter to Zeno, speaking of Mary, he 
uses the words « yaldath *alahll « , which are the exact Syriac 
equivalent of the Greek Osovoxog : « We confess, therefore, that 
the Virgin is Bsoroxog (y^ldath *alaha), and we believe that the 
embodied Word, after being bom of her corporally, was wrapped 
in swaddling clothes, sucked milk, received circumcision, was 
held on (His Mother's) knees, grew in stature and was subject 
to His parents, all this just as He was born » (^). FurtheiTnore, 
Philoxenus argues that, by denying to Mary the title of Mother 
of God, we necessarily deny the divinity of Christ Thus, in 
the eighteenth of his Twenty Chapters against Nestorius, he 
writes : « If the Virgin is Mother of God, He Who was born 
(of her) is God. But the one, who was born of the Virgin, 
who is he? Jesus Christ. Now, if Jesus Christ was bom of 
the Virgin, and if the Virgin is Mother of God, then Jesus 
Christ is God and not a man in whom God dwelt yi{^). And he 
defends this peerless prerogative of Mary not only against the 
Nestorians, but also against the Eutychians who, by holding that 
the body of Christ was not consubstantial with ours, were obliged 
to say that the Word became incarnate in, but not of the 
Virgin : « We do not say, like the erring disciples of Eutyches, 



(») In Marius Mercator, Mi one, P. L., vol. 48, p. 760. 

(■) Sermon V, n. 8; Migne, P, Z., ibid., p. 787. 

(») P. 97. 

(*) P. 122. 

(•) BuDOE, op. cit., vol. n, p. cxxxv. 
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that He (the Word) was embodied in the Virgin, but not of 
her ; but we believe (that He was embodied) in her and of her, 
and not in any other way He might have pleased, as those 
liars claim » (^). 



Communicatio Idiomatum. 

17. The communicatio idiomatum, by which we predicate the 
same properties of the two natures, not indeed in the abstract 
(Godhead and manhood), but in the concrete (God and man), is 
impossible in the system of Nestorius, because he regards the 
human nature as existing in its own subsistence, in other words, 
as a person. Thus he says that we cannot in any way attribute 
death to God: o Quid Dei nomen deputas morti, quod a divina 
Scriptura nusquam in mortis commemorationem profertur? Quid, 
Paulo clamante, cum audias: in viro, in quo definivit Deus, 
tidem praestans omnibus, suscitans eum a mortuis (Act., xvii, 
31), tu natam et mortuam inani imaginatione judicas Delta- 
tem? »(*). And more generally in his fourth counter-anathema 
against Cyril : «* If any one assigns the expressions of the Gospels 
and Apostolic letters, which refer to the two natures in Christ, 
to one only of these natures, and attributes even suffering to 
the Divine Logos, both in the flesh and in the Godhead, let 
him be anathema » (^). Similar is the teaching of Narses : « To 
the human nature belong the humiliations of the human nature, 
and not to the nature raised and exalted above sufferings; to 
the man belongs all that was written of the Son of man: con- 
ception, birth, growth, suffering, and death »('*). 



(0 P. 102. 

(2) Sermon VII, n.^ 45: Migne, ibid., p. 800. 
(*) Hefele, Conciliengeschichtey vol. II, p. 174. 
(*) Journal Asiatique, op. cit., tome XIV, p. 476, line 25, and p. 477, 
lines 1-3. 
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Thus we see that the Nestorians deny the communicatio 
idiomatum because they consider the human nature as existing 
in Christ with its own personality ; Philoxenus rejects the com- 
municatio idiomatum by the mere fact that he acknowledges 
only one nature after the union. He does not admit that we can 
attribute to the divine person what we deny of the divine nature. 
Thus, in the ninth of his Twenty Chapters against Nestorius, 
he writes : « If thou sayest that Christ is two natures, a divine 
nature and a human nature, and one person, and if thou givest 
to the divine person the properties of the divine nature and the 
properties of the human nature, why dost thou give to the divine 
person humiliation and glory and yet put them away from the 
divine nature? Is His divine person inferior to His divine na- 
ture ? What His person is, is not that also His nature ? » (0 
And, arguing against those who admit two natures and one per- 
son in Christ after the union, Philoxenus contends that their 
doctrine involves us in hopeless confusion. In the sixteenth 
chapter of the same tract, he says : « How is there no confusion, 
when thou confessest two natures and one person? For, when 
thou sayest *» two natures which run with their attributes, their 
properties, and their operations » , and when thou attributes! the 
divine things to the divine nature, and the human things to the 
human nature, how can confusion be avoided? Thou answerest 
(that thou avoidest confusion) by attributing to one person the 
properties of the divine nature and the properties of the human 
nature. But tell me: To which nature does this one person 
belong? To the divine nature, or to the human ? If (it belongs) 
to the divine nature, behold, the properties of the human nature 
do not belong to the divine person ; and if (it belongs) to the 
human nature, behold, the properties of the divine nature do not 
belong to the human person. Is there a greater confusion than 



(*) Budge, op. cit., vol. II, p. cxxix. 
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tatem » (*). The words of Narses, in the homily already quoted, 
are almost identical : « One is the Word, the Son of the Father, 
without beginning ; and one is the man from the humanity of Adam. 
The Son of God is two by nature, in every thing that belongs 
to the Supreme Being and to the man, but one by honor and 
by authority y> (^). It is only on the basis of that moral union 
that Nestorius admits one Christ, and, in Christ, one prosopon, 
one will, one operation. Similarly, the Nestorian Syrians, in their 
doctrine on the Incarnation, speak of two substances (*ousia), two 
essences (Tthutha,), two natures (keyEnE), two hypostases (qenoml), 
but of one prosopon (par^opE), one image ($almE), one will 
(i^ebhyEna), one operation (ma^bedhanuthE), one virtue (haylE), 
and one power (suHana) (^). 

According to Philoxenus, Christ is one not merely because 
there is only one person in Him, but in the sense also that, after 
the Incarnation, there is only one nature in Him, a nature con- 
sisting of the divinity and the humanity, as he says in the Letter 
to Zeno : « Of the one Son, therefore, are the two generations, 
the one from the Father and the other from the Virgin ; of the 
one Son, and not of two natures, otherwise He would not be one. 
And if we admit (in Him) nature and nature, we must neces- 
sarily admit person and person, and consequently we must acknow- 
ledge two Sons and two Gods » (*). 

As another consequence of his theory on the union of the two 
natures, Nestorius claimed that the same worship must be given 
to both: (t Propter utentem illud indumentum quo utitnr colo; 
propter absconditum adoro quod foris videtur; inseparabilis ab 
eo qui foris paret est Deus » (^). Not only is the same worship 



(0 MiGNE, ibid., p. 766. 

(^) Journal Asiatique, op. cit., tome XIV, p. 453, lines 22-25. 
(^) AssEMANi, B. 0., Ill, pars 2a, p. 218. Cf. also Chabot, De S. Isaaci 
Ninivitae vita, scriptis et doctrina, p. 23. 
(*) P. 121. 
(») MiGNE, P. Z., vol. 48, p. 762. 



- 49 - 

given to both, but the man in whom the Word dwelt is actually 
called God, and honored as such : « Non per seipsum Deus est 
qui in utero figuratus est : nam si sic esset, essemus hominis vere 
cultores ; sed quoniam in assumpto Deus est, ex illo qui assumpsit, 
qui assumptus est, appellatus est, et appellatur Deus » (^). Hence 
it is that Nestorius was accused of introducing a fourth person 
into the Trinity. Thus, Proclus, bishop of Cyzicus, in a sermon 
preached in Constantinople against Nestorius, said: « Si alter 
Ohristus et alter Dei Verbum, non jam Trinitas, sed quaternitas 
erit » {*). Philoxenus makes the same objection against the Nesto- 
rians. In the Letter to the Monks of Beth-Graugal, he says: 
« He who distinguishes Christ into two does not worship the Tri- 
nity r> (^). Also, in the Letter to the Monks, he writes : o For he 
who counts another man with God, introduces a quaternity in 
his doctrine and corrupts the dogma of the Holy Trinity. With 
pagans is such a doctrine to be counted, for, like them, it errs 
inventing a new god, against that which is written, ' There 
shall not be to thee a new god '. It adores a new god, a 
man born of a woman » {*). He urges again the same objection 
against Catholics for acknowledging two natures in Chi*ist, as we 
may infer from a passage in his short treatise on the heresies ot 
Mani, Marcion, and others : « And that addition (the definition of 
two natures in Christ) which took place at Chalcedon, admits a 
quaternity and brings in Christ after the Trinity » (^). 

Finally, according to the Nestorians, the man, in whom the 
Word dwelt, merited the title of God by dying for us on the 
Cross and paying Adam's debt, on accoimt of which God raised 
him from the dead, bestowed immortality upon him, and exalted 
him {^). Philoxenus rejects this doctrine and teaches emphati- 

(*) MiGNE, ibid. 

(■) MiGNE, ibid., p. 780. 

(») P. 110. 

(♦) P. 103. 

(*) Budge, op. cit., vol. II. p. cxxxvii, line 17. 

(«) Cf. Labbe-Mansi, op. cit., vol. V, p. 696. 
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cally that the Word of God was born and died for us, and that 
He is immortal by nature, as he says in the Letter to the Monks 
of Beth-Gaugal: « He who says that Christ was justified by His 
works, and became the equal of the Most High by the practice 
of His yirtues, and that He is not exalted and is not God by 
His nature, such a one is without any virtue and is filled with 
the malice of the devil » (^). And he urges, furtherinore, the irre- 
sistible argument that, if God has not suffered for us in the flesh, we 
have not been redeemed : « If the death and the suffering were of 
another, the redemption and life which were merited for me would 
be of man, not of God »» (*). This argument he develops at greater 
length in his Letter to the Monks of Teleda: « By His grace. 
He (Christ) became our brother; by His grace, we became His 
brothers. For by the grace (of God), there are two wonderful 
things : the Most High was humbled, and the humble ones were 
exalted. God became man, and the sons of men (became) sons 
of God. There was first the humiliation of God and, after that, 
the exaltation of man. For he who was low could not be exalted 
near Him Who was high, unless the High One descended to the 
low one. Such was the beginning of God's new way towards us » (^). 

Philoxenus and Eutyches. 

20. One of the most zealous opponents of Nestorianism was 
Eutyches, archimandrite of a monastery outside the walls of Con- 
stantinople (^). He boasted that he had fought for the faith at 
Ephesus. Although he was not present there in person, there 
is no doubt that he contributed greatly to the overthrow of the 
party of Nestorius (^). However his intemperate zeal and super- 



0) P. 113. 
0) P. 109. 

(■) GuiDi, op. cit., fol. 5a, col. 2, lines 3-23. 
(*) Hkpelk, op. cit., vol. II, p. 317. 
(*) Hefele, ibid. 
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ficial learniDg carried him into the opposite error, and he accused 
of heresy every one who spoke of two natures. Unable to grasp 
the diflFerence between the Nestorian heresy and the Catholic 
doctrine, he rejected not only two persons in Christ, but two 
natures as well, and admitted only one nature after the union. 
He was excommunicated by the Council of Chalcedon (451), but 
his heresy did not end with his condemnation. It was introduced 
successively into Palestine, Egypt, and Syria (*). How rapid was 
its progress may be seen from the fact that, a few years after 
the death of Eutyches, the two great sees of Antioch and Ale- 
xandria were occupied by Monophysite bishops. 

The error was held in various forms. Although all Mono- 
physites admitted only one nature in Christ, they diflfered in 
explaining how the Godhead and the humanity could form one 
nature ; hence the anomalous fact that many of them, especially 
those who were not of Greek origin, whilst professing one nature 
like the Eutychians, anathematized alike Eutyches and the Council 
of Chalcedon. This is particularly true of Philoxenus, as is clear 
from many passages of his writings in which he speaks of the 
doctrines of Eutyches. These we shall consider presently. 

Heresy of Eutyches. 

21. Nestorius denies the unity of the person of Christ; Eutyches 
exaggerates it, and goes so far as to teach the unity of nature (^). He 
acknowledges only one nature after the union, that of God made 
flesh and man : « Post incarnationem vero Dei Verbi, hoc est, post 
nativitatem Domini Nostri Jesu Christi, unam naturam adorare, 
et banc Dei incarnati et inhumanati « (^). He interprets in his 
own heretical sense the famous words of Cyril to Succensus: 
« But we say one Son, and, as the Fathers have spoken, one 



f») Hefelr, op. cit., vol. II, p. 564. 

(*) HergenrOther, op. cit., vol. II, n.® 142, p. 228. 

(") Harduin, Acta Conciliorum, vol. II, p. 142. 
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incarnate nature of God the Word » (0- As is evident, however, 
from the conteit of the letter, from his own explanation to Acacius 
of Melitene (*), and from the testimony of others (^), Cyril, in 
this passage, takes the word « nature « {g>v(ng) in the meaning 
of « subsistence or person r> . Eutyches takes it in the meaning 
of ti nature «» , not indeed in the sense simply that the divine nature 
was united with the human, but in a compound sense, so as to 
admit after the Incarnation, after the union of the Gtodhead and 
the flesh, only one nature. Hence, he says that Christ is from 
two natures, ix dvo (pvtremvy but not in two, iv Svo q>v(r€(fiv: 
« Confiteor ei duabus naturis fuisse Dominum Nostrum ante adu- 
nationem ; post adunationem vero unam naturam confiteor « (^). 
Like Eutyches, Philoxenus admits only one nature in Christ 
after the union, one nature consisting of the divinity and the 
humanity. In the Letter to the Monks of Beth-Gaugal, we read : 
« He who says that the name of Christ signifies two natures 
distinct and separate the one from the other, and not one nature 
(keyanE), and one prosopon (par^opE), and one person (qenomE), 
who was embodied and became man of the Virgin, such a one 
denies the faith and is worse than those who do not believe ^ (^). 
He also misinterprets the words of Cyril which we have quoted 
above. The expression « one nature who was embodied » is very 
common in Philoxenus' writings, and it always occurs in a Mono- 
physite sense, as implying only one nature in Christ after the 
union. In the same Letter to the Monks of Beth-Gaugal, he says: 
« He who does not confess that glory and humiliation are of one 
Son, Who is one person and one nature who was embodied, such 



(*) '/^AA' eya (pctfAsy Yloy, xal tog ol JlaieQeg eiQijxaat, fjiiay tpvciy 
tov &eov Aoyov aeaagxcjfA^yrjy. Mione, P. G., vol. 77, p. 232. 

(*) MiGNE, ibid., p. 181. 

(®) Thus Justinian, Liber adv. Origen., in Migne, P, G., vol. 86, p. 1001, 
says : « Kal avtog 6 natilJQ {KvQiXXog) oadxig fjilciv tpvaiy elite xov Xoyov <rc- 
atxQxtafiiytjyj inl tovrov x(a xrjg cpvaeag Syo^uatt dytl vnoataaeiog i/gijaato ». 

(*) HARDurN, op. cit., vol. II, p. 166. 

(«) P. 111. 
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a one is an embodied devil » {^). Thus again, in the first of 
his Twenty Chapters against Nestorius, he writes : « If God the 
Word and His nature are one, and if God is not one thing, and 
His nature another, why, when thou comest to (the word) * God ' , 
dost thou say ' one God who was embodied ' , and when thou 
comest to the word ' nature * , why dost thou not say * one nature 
who was embodied ' , instead of two natures ? »» (*) And in the 
seventh chapter of the same tract, he argues : « If the Word, 
after He was embodied, is two natures, the Word, after He was 
embodied, is two persons also; but if the person of the embo- 
died Word is one, the nature of the embodied Word is one also, 
for the person of the Word is not inferior to His nature » (^). So 
far Philoienus agrees with Eutyches, and, by the expression «* one 
embodied nature of the Word »» , he understands one nature after 
the Incarnation, one nature consisting of the divinity and the 
humanity. He also says in his Letter to the Monks that Christ 
is from two (men tarten), that is, from the divinity and the hu- 
manity: « Let us beware of the impiety of those who say that 
the Virgin brought forth God and a man ; who divide and count 
two in Him Who is the Only Soq of God, Who is from two, 
from the divinity and from the humanity ; (of the impiety of 
those) who divide (Christ), and in this one God Who was em- 
bodied, attribute humiliation to the one and glory to the other, 
power to the one and weakness to the other »» (*). 

Manner of Union. 

22. Thus, we see that Philoienus agrees with the Eutychians 
in teaching one nature in Christ after the Incarnation; but he 
differs from them in his explanation of the union. As St. Thomas 



(0 P. 113. 

(■) Budge, op. cit., vol. II, p. cxxiii. 
(•) Budge, ibid., p. cxxvi. 
(*) P. 98. 
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observes, some one thing may result from the union of two others 
in three ways : « Uno modo ex duobus integris perfectis rema- 
nentibus ; quod quidem fieri non potest, nisi in iis quorum for^a 
est compositio, vel ordo, vel figura . . . ; alio modo, fit aliquid unum 
ex perfectis, sed transmutatis . . . ; tertio modo, fit aliquid ex ali- 
quibus non permixtis, sed imperfectis, sicut ex anima et corpore 
fit homo » (0. And he shows that none of these ways could 
take place in the Incarnation; not the first, because it would 
make the union of the two natures merely accidental; nor the 
second, because it would imply mutability in the divine nature; 
nor the third, because it would suppose the divine nature and 
the human nature to be both incomplete ratione naturae. Eu- 
tyches did not explain himself clearly on the manner of the 
union (*), but there is no doubt that those of his disciples, who 
were called strict Monophysites, taught a mingling or confusion 
of the two natures (^). Philoxenus rejects this explanation on 
the ground that it does away with the immutability of the Word. 
Thus, in the Letter to the Monks, he says : « there having been 
neither change, nor mixture, nor confusion in His nature, as God 
Himself said by the Prophet, « I am, and I change not » . For 
He Who was not made is not mutable ; He Who was not created 
cannot change. Therefore, He became man without change ; He 
was embodied, and remained as He is, spiritual (*). And, in 
his Letter to Zeno, he tells us how he understands the words 
of St. John « And the Word was made flesh »» : « With John I 
cry out that the Word became flesh and dwelt among us, not 
by changing, God forbid ! for ' to change ' is a modification, but 
'to become' belongs to the Economy (of the Word). For I 
learn from John and Paul that (the Word) has become ; but that 
He was changed, none of those who saw and served the Word 



0) Summa Theologica, pars 3% q. 2% art. I. 

(*) Cf. HkrgenrOther, op. cit., vol. II, n** 144, p. 230. 

(■) Cf. Harduin, op. cit., vol. II, p. 454. 

(*) P. 96-97. 
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(ever) said. Besides, God the Word Himself teaches by His 
Prophet, * I am the Lord, and 1 change not '. Where you would 
suppose that, by becoming embodied, He was changed. He testifies 
all the more to the truth of His own immutability, and, as if 
already embodied from the Virgin, He cries out to those who 
think that perhaps He was changed by becoming (man), ^ I am 
the Lord, and I change not ' »» (*). 

Philoxenus holds then that the Word was not changed by 
becoming man, and so far he is orthodoi; but he draws a wrong 
conclusion from the truth which he admits, for he refuses to 
consider the humanity as a natiu*e ; and, to safeguard the immu- 
tability of the Word, he argues against Nestorians and Catholics 
alike that by teaching two natures after the Incarnation they 

admit a change, since before the Incarnation there is only one 
nature. Hence, his favorite expression « it is after the Incar- 
nation as before » , which in his writings does not mean simply 
that the Word was not changed by becoming man, but implies 
besides, that, as there is only one nature before the Incarnation, 
so there can be but one after the Incarnation. He did not 
acknowledge that the assuming of the human nature by the 
person of the Word did not perfect the Word in any way, and 
did not interfere in the least with the immutability of the divine 
nature. He regards the divinity and the humanity in Christ as 
forming one nature which the Jacobites call a composite (me- 
rakkebha) or double ('affifa) nature (*), and the example he ad- 
duces to illustrate the union, is the example of the union of 
the soul and the body into one human natui-e (^). His posi- 
tion is impossible, for the divinity and the humanity are com- 
plete in Christ, whilst the body and the soul of man are both 
incomplete ratione naturae. 



0) P. 121. 

(») B. O.y II, p. 25. 

(») B. 0., II, p. 26. 
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But although Philoxenus insists on the fact that the Word 
became man without change, he is not always consistent, and 
some of his expressions would point to a confusion of the two 
natures in Christ. Thus, in the tract rCi^j^n rtl-z.1.1 .ao^ 

afia&o.i^if<^o ouic^fiai.i which is a theological discus- 
sion between a Nestorian and an Orthodox (Monophysite) (^), the 
Nestorian asks: <« Is the humanity, (which the divinity has 
put on), finite? », and the Orthodox (Monophysite) answers: 
« We believe that it is infinite, for there is not in it (the di- 
vinity) duality of natures and quaternity of persons, but only 
unification of natures and trinity of persons. It is after the em- 
bodiment of the Dispensation (Incarnation) as before « (*). 

Monotheletism. 

23. One of the logical consequences of the heresy of Eutyches 
was Monotheletism, for if there is only one nature in Christ, 
there can be but one will and one operation in Him. Hence, the 
Council of Chalcedon, in defining against Eutyches the existence 
of the two natures, states also that the properties of each nature 
are preserved : « Nusquam sublata differentia naturarum propter 
unitionem, magisque salva proprietate utriusque naturae » (^). 

Like the Eutychians, Philoxenus admits Monotheletism, and 
teaches categorically that there is only one will and one operation 

in Christ. Thus, in his profession of faith entitled r^i^caJSAAcn, 

he says: « We do not acknowledge in Him (Christ) two sons, 
nor two persons, nor two wills, nor two natures ; one, God, and 



(*) This tract is extant in Syr. Ms. 135 of the Vatican library, and 
is as yet unpublished. We quote from a copy in the possession of 
Prof. Hyvernat. 

(■) Harduin, op. cit., vol. II, p. 455. 
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the other, man « {^). And again, in the same document: « If 
any one confesses in the Only Begotten two persons or two wills, 
or admits a distinction of persons after the union in the womb, 
let him be anathema « ('). Such is also the doctrine of his 
famous neighbor and contemporary, Jacob of Serugh, who, in 
his second Letter to the Monks of MEr Bassus, says: « I ana- 
thematize also those who, after the union, divide, and confess, 
and count in one Christ (two) natures with their properties, at- 
tributes, and operations, so as to give to God what is God's 
and to man what is man's »» (^). 

Reality of the Body of Christ. 

24. Another important question in christological controversies 
was the reality of the body of Christ. By holding the confusion 
of the two natures and the absorption of the human by and into 
the divine, strict Eutychians were led to deny the consubstan- 
tiality of the body of Christ with ours. Hence the assertion of 
Butyches that, although the Blessed Virgin was consubstantial 
with us, the body of Christ was not (^). He did not explaia 
himself on the origin of the body of the Lord. According to 
Gennadius (^), he taught with the Gnostics that the Word brought 
His body down from heaven. This charge, however, he denied 
at the Council of Constantinople in 448 (^). Philoxenus accuses 
him of holding that the body of Christ was made out of nothing. 



(») B. 0., n, p. 33. 

(«) Ibid., p. 34. 

(») Z.D^M.G., vol. 30, p. 235, lines 15-17. The letters of Jacob of 
Seragh to the Monks of MSr Bassus and to Paul of Edessa have been 
published and translated by Abb6 Martin in the Z. D. M. G., vol. 30, 
pp. 217-275. They prove beyond all reasonable doubt that Jacob of Serugh 
was a Monophysite. 

(*) a Sg oJcfl TO a(of4a xov KvqLov o/xoovaioy rjfAiv eXsysv etvai », in 
MiGNE, P, 0', vol. 86 bis, p. 2445. 

(*) Liber Dogmatum, in Migne, P. Z., vol. 58, p. 981. 

(•) Hefele, Conciliengeschichte, vol. II, p. 322. 
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Whatever may have been Eutyches' own opinion on this point, 
there is no doubt that his doctrine leaned towards Docetism, 
and consequently did not appeal to the Syrian Monophysites 
who had been schooled in the traditions of Antioch and of 
Edessa. This may account partly for the fact that his doctrines 
found but few followers among the Monophysites of the East; 
indeed, they made no diflSculty in anathematizing Eutyches and 

his opinions (0. 

Philoienus, by teaching that the divinity and the humanity 
in Christ, although forming but one nature, are not confused nor 
mingled in any way, is able, from his own point of view, to 
deny some of the consequences which follow necessarily from 
Eutyches' doctrine: and so, in the Letter to the Monks, he 
rejects the Gnostic and Eutychian theories about the origin of 
the body of the Lord : (t He (the Word) did not bring His body 
down from heaven, as Bardesanes said; nor was He seen under 
a false appearance or a phantom, according to the blasphemy of 
Mani and Marcion; nor was (His body) made from nothing, as 
said Eutyches the fool; nor was His nature changed, as the 
wicked Arius and Eunomius imagine; nor was He, Who was 
embodied, without (human) intelligence, according to the blasphe- 
mous doctrine of ApoUinaris ; but He Who is perfect God took 
a body, and became perfect man of the Virgin » (*). Hence he 
asserts repeatedly that the Word became incarnate in the Virgin, 
and of the Virgin, and not simply in the Virgin as Eutyches 
contended : « The Word was not embodied in the Virgin, as if 
not also of the Virgin, but He truly became man in her and 
of her (3). 

The reality of the body of Christ is a frequent theme in 
PMloxenus* writings. He dwells on it at great length in his 



(*) Rknaudot, Historia patriar char urn alexandrinorum jacobitarum, 
p. 115. 

(«) P. 97. 
(») P. 97. 
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Letter to the Monks of Teleda, and says not only that the huma- 
nity of Christ is real, but that, through the manifestation of 
that same real humanity, we are led to believe in the divinity 
of the Son of God. Commenting on St. Luke, xxiv, 39, he 
says: « To this end Jesus was seen in true manifestation, that 
He might teach us that His hidden divinity is true. For, 
heretic, Thomas did not touch an appearance, but the real huma- 
nity of God. To show us that He was not changed by beco- 
ming incarnate, He (Christ) said, ' I have flesh and bones *, 
but did not say, ' I am (flesh and bones) ', lest by saying 
' I am ' thou shouldst suppose a change. For He said: 'A 
spirit has not flesh and bones as you see that I have \ and 
not ' (as you see) that I am *. I am a Spirit because I am 
God ; I have flesh and bones because I became a body and was 
not changed. Touch the flesh and the bones, and make certain 
that 1 am ; put thy hand in the places of the nails and of the 
lance, and believe that I became incarnate. Hear the words 
' I have * and not ' I am *, and believe that I was not changed. 
By the touch make sure of the corporeity ; from the word be- 
lieve the immutability; with the finger touch the corporeity; 
from the word of doctrine understand the spirituality » (*). Again, 
in the same letter, commenting on the first verse of the first 
epistle of St. John, Philoxenus writes : « How can this be ' We 
have handled and have seen with our eyes the Word of life * 
if it was an appearance and not a reality that was assumed, 
as the blasphemer Eutyches said? How can this be ' We have 
handled the Word ', if, as he says, it was an appearance that 
was handled? And this again ' Touch and see because I have 
flesh and bones? ' Therefore, let us cry out against these two 
(Nestorius and Eutyches) with a voice full of truth and life and 
faith, that He Who was touched was God incarnate, the Word 



(») GuiDi, op. cit, fol. 20a, col. 2, line 16-foL 20b, col. 1, line 21. 
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Who became flesh truly, Dot a man distinct from God, nor an 
appearance without reality » (*). 

Not only does Philoxenus insist on the reality of the huma- 
nity of Christ, but he urges against his opponents the irresistible 
argument that, if the body of Christ was not real, two of the 
great ends of the Incarnation — the reparation of fallen human 
nature and our sonship with God through Christ — could not 
be obtained (*). Thus in the Letter to Zeno, he says : « For He 
(the Word) did not bring to Himself a body from heaven as the 
foolish Yalentinus and Bardesanes assert ; nor was His embodi- 
ment from nothing, because He did not wish to redeem a crea- 
ture that did not exist, but He wished to renew that which, 
created by Him, had become old »» (^). In the Letter to the 
Monks he says that, unless the Son of God took upon Himself 
our humanity, we could not have become the sons of God: 
« Herein then is a great mystery of profound love and of inef- 
fable salvation, that He Who is became, not that He might be 
since He is, but that we, through His becoming (Incarnation), 
might become the sons of God »» (*). And again, in the Letter 
to Zeno, « The Word, therefore, became something that He was 
not, and remained something that we were not (but became). 



(*) GuiDi, op. cit., fol. 20b, col. 2, line 19 - fol. 2ia, col. 1, line 6. 

(*) From this we see how groundless is the assertion of Theophanes 
(MiGNE, P. G., vol. 108, p. 384) and of Cedrenus (Migne, P. G., vol. 121, 
p. 693) who accuse Philoxenus of Manicheism. This charge is sufficiently 
refuted by his opinion on the reality of the body of Christ; besides, he 
condemns Mani and Manicheism explicitly. In the Letter to the Monks of 
Beth-Gaugal, he says : « He who says that the aspect of Christ was a false 
appearance, and not a real embodiment from the nature of the Virgin, is 
a disciple of Mani and Marcion » (p. 1 14). And in the Letter to the 
Monks of Teleda, « It was not an appearance that the Apostles touched, 
Manichean, nor a mere man, Jew ». (Guidi, op. cit., fol. 20b, col. 1, 
lines 26-29). 

(«) P. 119. 

e) P. 101. 
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that is, sons of God. For we became sons of God, although our 
nature was not changed »» (0- 



Other Consequences of the Eutychian Theory. 

25. From their theory on the union of the two natures in Christ, 
the Eutychians could not avoid one or the other of the two al- 
ternatives : either the divinity suffered, or the sufferings of Christ 
were not real. Many of them held that the divine nature in 
Christ suffered, as we know from the preamble to the definition 
of the Council of Chalcedon: « Et illos qui passibilem deitatem 
Unigeniti ausi sunt dicere, a sacro coetu expellit (Synodus) «» (^). 
Others attributed suffering to the whole Trinity. Such was pro- 
bably the meaning intended by Peter Fuller (^), patriarch of 
Antioch, when, in the year 477 (*), he added to the Trisagion (^), 



(*) P. 119. Of. St. Augustine, De civitate Dei^ lib. XXI, c. XV, in 
MiGNB, P, L,f vol. 41, p. 729: « Unicus enim natura Dei Filius, propter 
nos misericordia factus est filias hominis, ut nos natura filii hominis, filii 
Dei per ilium gratia fieremus ». 

(■) Harduin, op. cit., vol. II, p. 455. 

(») Cf. TiLLKMONT, Memoir eSf vol. XVI, p. 301. 

(*) Baronius, Annates eccl.y unno 477. 

(*) During the year 446, earthquakes were frequently felt in Constan- 
tinople. One day, the earth shaking more violently than usual, the clergy 
and the faithful withdrew into the country, and offered public prayers for 
the salvation of their city. During one of these public services, a boy 
was suddenly taken up into the air before the bishop and the people, and 
it is said that he heard the angels sing: ccyiog 6 deog, ayiog laxvQog, ccyiog 
ttddyarog, iXitjaoy ijfidg. Such was the origin of the Trisagion. In the 
Latin Church it is sung in Greek on Good Friday during the exposition 
of the Cross to the veneration of the faithful, and it is recited in Latin 
at Prime of the Ferial office. Peter the Fuller inserted into the Trisagion 
the words u 6 atavQtodelg di'ijfxag ». This addition was capable of a twofold 
interpretation. The Catholics who accepted it, and some Monophysites, 
understood it as referring to Christ alone. Other Monophysites, and espe- 
cially the Theopaschites, understood this addition as meaning that the 
whole Trinity had suffered. To remove all ambiguity, Calandion, patriarch 
of Antioch (482-485), added the words « XQiatSg BaatXevg » after ciddvarog, 
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the words «* Who wast crucified for us » , which gave rise to 
bitter theological disputes, and, on one occasion, nearly cost the 
emperor Anastasius his throne and his life (^). 

By denying the confusion of the divinity and the humanity 
in that one nature which he admits, Philoxenus is able, from 
his own point of view, to avoid the conclusion that the divinity 
suffered. He clearly teaches that Christ suffered only in the 
flesh. The many passages in which he speaks of the death of 
the Saviour leave no doubt as to his belief on this point. 

Thus, in the Letter to the Monks of Beth-Gaugal, he says : 
« The Spiritual One did not die in so far as He is spiritual, 
and God did not suffer in so far as He is God. He has no 
beginning, to the extent that He is without beginning in his ge- 
neration from the Father. He suffered, therefore, because He 
took a body, and He died because He became a brother of 
mortals » (^). In the Letter to Zeno, speaking of the death and 
of the immortality of Christ, he writes : « The Cross is the herald 
of the death and of the immortality of God ; for, until then, we 
believed by hearing that God is immortal; but, on the Cross, 
experience has shown (that) both (were true), for, whilst tasting 
death. He remained living. Death could not attack and destroy 
His life; but, by His death, the power of death was destroyed^ 
so that this death (of the Son), after His becoming (man), is a 
miracle. For He Who suffered death for us was not mortal as 
one of us, otherwise the power of death over mortals would 
not have been destroyed. From all men we know that what is 
mortal shall die ; but, that the Immortal be considered as having 



thus referring explicitly the cracifixion to Christ alone. Of. Tillemont, 
M4moires, vol. XIV, p. 713 sqq.; Baronius, anno 446, Annales, \o\.^Yll, 
p. 579 sqq. 

(*) Gibbon, Decline and Fall, ed. Milman, vol. VI, p. 30; Marin 
Les Moines de Constantinople, p. 272. 

(«) P. 109. 
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died corporally, is something new which took place once on 
the Cross » (*). 

It is true that Philoxenus accepted the Trisagion with the 
addition made by Peter the Puller, but he understood the ad- 
dition to apply to Christ alone, as can be seen from the Letter 
to the Monks : « Nor did He (Christ) become immortal by being 
justified by His works, as the wicked followers of Nestorianism 
assert; but by His nature He is immortal because He is God, 
as the whole Church of God cries out in the Trisagion: « Thou 
art Holy, God; Thou art Holy, Strong One; Thou art Holy, 
Immortal One; (Thou) Who wast crucified for us, have mercy 
on us » ('). Thus far it might be objected that he agrees with 
the Theopaschites in attributing death to the divinity, but he 
immediately explains himself, and tells us what interpretation 
he puts on the Trisagion, and how he understands the addition 
of Peter the Fuller: « Thus does the true Church believe, thus 
do the tongues which are moved by truth cry out that He, Who 
is immortal by nature, God the Word, was crucified in body 
for all, not that a body or a man distinct from Him was 
suspended on the Cross » (^). 

This doctrine is explained more fully in his Letter to the 
Monks of Teleda, and he shows clearly that the Word suifered 
only in so far as He became man. Thus, to the objection of his 
adversaries, « Since angels do not die, how is it believed that 
God died ? «» he answers : « First, to ask this question about 
God is a blasphemy. When thou hearest that God has done any 
thing, thou shouldst not ask how. Secondly, the angel, who 
is immortal by his natiure, did not become man. But we first 
say of God, of Whom we confess that He died, that He became 
man, and then we attribute death to His person, so that it is 



(>) P. 123-124. 
(«) P. 101. 
(») P. 101. 
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seen that it is the death of His becoming, not of his essence, 
for the essence of God is above death »» (^). And he says, fur- 
thermore, that the objection drawn from the angels and other 
spiritual natures is irrelevant, because none of them became 
incarnate, and that the Word alone died because He alone, of 
all spiritual natures, took a body: « Corporally, therefore, God 
died, and not spiritually, as He was born according to the flesh, 
and not in His essence. Not similar then is the example which 
thou bringest. If thou shouldst say that He tasted death be- 
fore He became man of the Virgin, thou couldst well refute my 
argument by the example of spiritual natures ; but if He is the 
only one Who had corporeity, and if it is not found in any other 
spiritual nature, nor in the eternal persons of the Father and 
of the Holy Ghost, nor in the spiritual nature of the angels. 
He, Who alone among spiritual natures, had by His will cor- 
poreity, to Him alone applies the fact of death, which cannot 
happen in the other spiritual natures. For, if it were written 
that other spiritual natures were incaiiiate, then death could be 
predicated of other spiritual natures ; if, on the contrary, cor- 
poreity was not in any of them, then none of them tasted death. 
The Word alone became a body, as it is written, and in Him 
alone was the mystery of death accomplished corporally. As He 
alone of all spirits became a . true body, so also. He alone of 
all spirits tasted death truly. Whilst the Father did not die, 
nor the Holy Ghost, nor any of the created spiritual natures, He 
alone was subject to death, because He alone became man from 
our nature » (*). And, in the Letter to the Monks of Beth-Gaugal, 
Philoxenus asserts that Christ lying in the grave as man, was, 
at that very time, the Ruler of the universe: « When He lay 
and reclined dead in Scheol, He was preparing, for all, resur- 
rection, was ruling the hosts of heaven and all creatures by 



(») GuiDi, op. cit., fol. 13a, col. 2, line 22 - fol. 13b, col. 1, line 13. 
H GuiDi, op. cit., fol. 15a, col. 2, line 26 - fol. 15b, col. 2, line 13. 
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Hi^ nod, creating bodies aud patting the limbs together .and 
breathing in the souls, and governing the worlds and all crea- 
tures, as God Who is everywhere »» (0- 

It is evident, therefore, from all these passages that Phi- 
loxenus attributes death to the Word of God, only in so far as 
He became man. He gives this as the belief of his chm-ch at 
the time, and such is, according to Renaudot (^) and Assemani (^), 
the comnion doctrine of the Jacobites. 

As we remarked above, the Eutychians who denied that 
the divinity in Christ had suifered were forced to . admit with 
the Gnostics that the sufferings of Christ were not real. It was 
a necessary consequence of their doctrine on the origin of the 
body of the Lord, which they said was not consubstantial with 
ours; for, as Philoxenus eiq^resses it, « where there is no true 
corporeity, there cannot be any true death » {*). Philoxeaus, 
however, by holding fast the reality of the humanity of Christ, 
puts himself in a position to deny the conclusion which the 
Eutychians could not escape. In his Letter to the Monks of Te- 
leda, he expresses clearly his belief in the genuineness of the 
passion and death of Christ. Arguing against the Gnostics and 
the Eutychians, he says : « Do not corrupt, rebel, the word 
of faith, and do hot make it a phantom. For I did not say, 
and I do not say, and God forbid that I should say that those 
things were performed in the divine Economy in a false ap- 
pearance. The becoming (man) and birth, and likewise the 
passion and death and all the human actions between these, all 
this took place really and truly, as becomes God. Not, indeed, 
as the angels appeared, was God seen in the world ; not as the 
angels ate and drank in the house of Abraham and in the house 



(») P. 108. 

(*) Lit. or. coll., vol. II, p. 70. 

(») B. 0., n, p. 36. 

(*) GuiDT, op. cit., fol. 15 a, col. 2, lines 2-6. 
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of Lot, did God eat and drink in the world. That (in the 
angels) took place in appearance only; this (in God) in the truth 
of corporeity. That is not similar to this, as said the heretic 
Eutyches and the followers of his diabolical doctrine » (*). 

Theory of Philoxenus on the Sufferings of Christ. 

26. Although Philoxenus teaches that Christ suffered truly and 
not in appearance, his theory concerning the nature of these 
sufferings and the manner in which the Sayiour assumed and 
bore the infirmities and needs of humanity, is not in harmony 
with his own principles. Many passages in his writings go to 
show that he did not regard the body of Christ as passible by 
nature. Thus, in the Letter to the Monks, he says : « Everything 
that He (the Word) became. He became, not for Himself, but 
for us. For He vas not a sufferer by His nature, because, if 
He had suffered being a sufferer (by nature). He would have 
suffered for Himself »» ('). In the Letter to the Monks of Te- 
leda, speaking of the human operations and defects (hunger, 
thirst, fatigue, etc.) which Christ assumed, he says that they 
were not in Christ as they are in us: « Not indeed as they are 
performed by man, were those things which I have enumerated 
in man performed by God. For they are performed by man 
naturally, but (they are performed) by God in the wonder of 
His Economy, supernaturally, in true wonder » (^). And again, 
in the same letter, he writes: « Therefore, He (Christ) is also 
above death naturally, for His Incarnation took place in a holy 
manner, without intercourse, without the concupiscence of sin 
and death. Because there is not in Him any one of these things. 
His fight was not His own or for Himself; nor were the rest 



0) GuiDi, ibid., fol. 19 a, col. 2, line 10; — fol. 19 b, col. 1, line 7. 

n P. 101. 

(») GuiDi, op. cit., fol. 19 a, col. 2, lines 1-9. 
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of the weak things which He assumed in His person (His own 
or for Himself); but, by His will He fulfilled them in Him- 
self for us. For if He had been subject to them naturally, 
they would have been performed by Him necessarily as by every 
man, and then His victory over these things would have been 
for Himself and not for us. By His will, therefore, was He 
subject to them, not as by excess or defect, or as ruled by ne- 
cessity, or as impelled by the motion of concupiscence, or as a 
sufferer, or as mortal by nature, but as being above all these 
things by nature » (0- 

From these passages it seems clear that Philoxenus re- 
gards the infirmities, sufferings and death of Christ simply as 
voluntary, not only in their assumption, but also in the way they 
were supported. He does not consider the humanity of Christ 
as passible naturally. In this he departs from the common 
doctrine according to which the sufferings of Christ were both 
volimtary and natural, that is, voluntarily assumed and natu- 
rally supported. They were voluntary because the Son of God 
consented to forego the preternatural gifts of imndortality and 
impassibility which belonged to His innocent body by virtue of 
the hypostatic union, and because, after having assumed them. 
He had full control over them, and they were natural because 
He became like unto us in everything except sin. Hence we 
see that the doctrine of Philoxenus on this point is not in har- 
mony with his well known belief in the reality of Christ's hu- 
manity and its consubstantiality with our human nature. In his 
teaching we already notice the germs of the heresy of Julian 
of Halicarnassus who taught, against Severus of Antioch, that 
Christ was not subject to human passions or exposed to the 
changes of our corruptible nature (*). 



(*) GuiDi, op. cit, fol. lib, col. 1, line 29 — col. 2, line 29. 
(*) Julian held that the body of Christ was incorruptit)le, that it was 
not subject. to the changes of our nature. Severus maintained the con- 
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Among the infirmities which Christ assumed in the Incar- 
nation Philoxenus appears to include the moral defect of igno- 
rance or liability to error. In the Letter to the Monks of Beth- 
Gaugal, he says: « He who as Ood, experiences neither hunger, 
nor fatigue, nor sleep, nor ignorance; the Same, as man, was 
hungry and thirsty, ate and drank, waa sleepy and slept, and 
asked questions to learn « (0- Here, he evidently affirms of 
Christ as man what he denies of him as God. The word t^ S 
means « to err «, and in a transitive sense « to forget « (Cf. 
Payne-Smith, Thes. Syr,, sub voce). As Philoxenus denies it 
of Clirist as God, he seems to affirm it of Him as man; the 
words « He asked questions to learn « confirm this view. 



Summing up of the Doctrine of Philoxenus. 

27. From the comparison of the errors of Nestorius and of 
Eutyches with the passages adduced from Philoxenus' works, the 
following points concerning his doctrine on the Incarnation seem 
clear: 



trary. Having been expelled from their sees by Emperor Justin in 519 on 
account of their Monophysite doctrines and of their opposition t^ the 
Council of Chalcedon, they sought refuge in Egypt. There each began 
to propagate his opinions on the body of Christ. Hence arose the famous 
disputes about the corruptibility and the incorruptibility of the body of 
the Lord. The controversy rose to a serious height in Alexandria. The 
adherents of Severus were called tpBaQxoXaxQai,, or worshipers of the cor- 
ruptible ; the followers of Julian were known by the name of dtpBaQxo^oxrjxai,^ 
or teachers of the incorruptible. The patriarch of Alexandria, Timothy II, 
although inclining to the creed of Severus, tried to conciliate both parties 
and to remain in communion with them. After his death (536), each party 
chose its own patriarch. The followers of Severus, having elected Theo- 
dosius, called themselves Theodosians ; those of Julian elected Gaianus and 
became known as Gaianites. — Cf. Hefele, Conciliengeschichte, vol. II, 
p. 573; Nealb, Patriarchate of Alexandria, vol. II, p. 30; Pbtavics, 
Dogmata Theologica, De Incarn., lib. I, cap. XVI, num. Xl-Xni. 
0) P. 108. 
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a) Against the Nestorians, he acknowledges only one person 
in Christ. 

b) With the Eutychians and against the Council of Chal- 
cedon, he admits onlv one nature after the union. 

c) This nature is a composite one, consisting of the di- 
vinity and of the humanity, 

d) united without change, mixture or confusion, 

e) after the manner of the soul and the body in man. 
/) The humanity of Christ, although real and consubstan- 

tial with om-s, is not a nature, nor a person. 

g) The divinity and the humanity constitute in Christ 
one nature, which Philoxenus calls « One embodied nature of 
God the Word «. 

A) The expression « The Immortal died « means that 
the Word of God suffered in the flesh, and not in so far as He 
is God; so that the Trisagion, with the addition introduced by 
Peter the Puller, is to be referred to Christ alone, and not to 
the other two persons of the Holy Trinity. 

i) Christ suffered by His will, which means not only that 
He assumed suffering voluntarily, but also that He was not pas- 
sible and mortal bv nature. 

Philoxenus and Original Sin. 

28. In speaking of the death of Christ in his Letter to the 
Monks of Teleda, Philoxenus gives us incidently his doctrine on 
original sin. He acknowledges its existence, its effects — priva- 
tion of original justice, concupiscence, and death — , and its 
transmission into all those born according to the ordinary laws 
of nature. « On account of the transgression of the first precept, 
death reigned, and this death is naturally mixed with concupi- 
scence. Therefore every one who comes into this world by way 
of intercourse, is born naturally mortal ; and whether he sins or 
not, whether he sins little or much, he is in any case subject 
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to death, because death is mixed in with his natui*e » (^). And 
in the same letter, he states clearly that death and concupiscence 
are in us through ordinary generation: « God then, when He 
wished to become man of the Virgin in order to create us anew 
by His becoming, was not incarnate and born from intercom*se, 
as in the old law, so that even in His Incarnation He might be 
above death and concupiscence, for in every man these two things 
follow only from intercourse. Of Him, therefore, neither of these 
is said, because He was conceived and begotten without intercourse. 
Therefore, the Holy Ghost came to the Virgin, that the Incarnation 
of the Word might take place of her in a holy manner » (*). 

Philoxenus and the Blessed Virgin. 

29. That Fhiloxenus believed in the Immaculate Conception 
of the Blessed Virgin is very probable, not only because it was 
a common doctrine in the Syriac Church in his time (^), but also 
on account of the allusions to it which we find in his writings. 
He calls Mary « the pure Virgin » in the Letter to the Monks : 
« He (the Word) came down and dwelt in the pure Virgin who 
was sanctified by God the Spirit, and He became man of her 
without change, in everything like unto us except sin » (*). He 
also acknowledges in an explicit manner her virginity ante partum 
et in partu. Thus, in the Letter to the Monks of Teleda, he 
says: « Therefore, He (Christ) is also above death naturally, 
because His Incarnation took place in a holy manner without 
intercourse, without the concupiscence of sin and death »» (^). And 



(*) GuiDi, op. cit., fol. 11a, col. 1, line 26 - col. 2, line 7. 

(*) GuiDi, op. cit, fol. 11a, col. 2, lines 8-30. 

(') Apud Syros praecipue, forsitan magis dilucida et firequens quam 
in aliis ecclesiis occurrit perfectae cevctfiaQtrjalag et integrae pnritatis Dei 
Genitricis assertio. Abbeloos, Vita S. Jacohi Sarugensis, p. 187. 

(*) P. 96. 

(*) GuiDi, op. city fol. lib, col. 1, line 29 col. 2 - line 1. 
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again, in the same letter: « Also all those who are born, are not 
born in a virginal manner; He (Christ), on the contrary, was 
bom of the Virgin who, in His birth, preserved the signs of her 
virginity i> (^). 



B 

His Doctrine on the Trinity. 

Three Persons and one Nature. 

30. When he treats of the Blessed Trinity, Philoxenus, like 
the other Monophysites of his day, preserves the distinction bet- 
ween nature and person, which he does not admit in the mystery 
of the Incarnation. He confesses clearlv one God in three di- 
vine persons. Thus, in the Letter to the Monks, he writes: 
« This Jesus, God the Word, is our truth, with His Father and 
with His Holy Spirit: one Trinity, one essence, one divinity, 
one nature from everlasting and from eternity. For there is 
not in Him (God) nature and nature, nor essence and essence, 
nor anything recent or old, but One in Three and Three in 
One; an eternal nature and eternal persons, one essence adored 
with its persons from everlasting and from eternity » (*). In the 
Letter to the Monks of Teleda, speaking of the faith for which 
we must be ready to die, he says : « Thus I believe and confess 
one substantial and eternal nature of the Father, of the Son, and 
of the Holy Ghost : the Father, Who is really Father, because of 
His Son Who is from Him ; the Son, Who is Son in truth, because 
He is consubstantial with the Father ; and the Holy Ghost, Who 
proceeds from the Father and is glorified with the Son ; one God, 



(0 GuiDi, ibid., fol. 17b, col. 1, lines 23-26. 
(•) P. 96. 
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because there is one nature; three persons, because they are 
so « (^). And again: « In this one divine nature with its three 
holy persons I have learned to believe »» (*). 



Equality and Consubstantiality of the Persons. 

31. Philoxenus also teaches the equality and consubstantiality 
of the three divine persons. In the Letter to the Monks, he calls 
the Son the Splendor and the essential Image of the Father: « By 
the will of the essence, this same Person (the Word) came down 
from heaven, that is, God from Grod, natural Son of a natural 
Father, the Splendor of the Father and His essential Image, God 
the Word Who is over all » (^). In the Letter to the Monks of 
Beth-Gaugal, he calls Christ the equal of God : « He who does 
not confess that God emptied Himself, and took the likenesa of 
a servant, as Paul teaches, does not know that Christ is the equal 
of God i> (^). He acknowledges in explicit terms that the Son is 
consubstantial with the Father, as is clear from the opening 
sentence of the Letter to Zeno: ^ Christ-loving Zeno, Em- 
peror, concerning the embodiment and the humanifying of God 
the Word, Who is consubstantial with God the Father, and was 
begotten by Him before ages and worlds. Who is always God 
and near God, Who is God the Word, because He was begotten 
by Him without passion and, with Him, is not subject to time, 
we have learned, we believe, and we have received from tradition 
(as follows): that He (God the Word) emptied Himself and came 
into the womb of the Virgin, without leaving the Father, without 



(*) GuiDi, op. cit., fol. 4a, col. 2, line 22 - fol. 4b, col. 1, line 5. 
(^) GuiDi, op. cit, fol. 4b, col. 1, lines 26-29. 
(») P. 96. Cf. Hebr. I, 8. 
(*) P. 110. 



— 73 - 

separating Himself from Him with Whom, near Whom, and like 
unto Whom He always is » (*). 

That the testimonies as to the equality and consubstantia- 
lity of the Holy Ghost are not so numerous, is accounted for by 
the fact that, in his letters, Philoxenus ti-eats mainly of the Incar- 
nation. Still the few passages in which he speaks of the Holy 
Ghost leave no doubt as to his belief on this point. In the 
Letter to Zeno, he says that the Son is consubstantial with the 
Father and with the Holy Ghost: « The person of the Son, 
Jtherefore, became embodied by the will of the Father and of the 
Holy Ghost, and this embodiment daes not exclude that He 
may be consubstantial with them, for He was begotten Son 
(by the Father) and He was bom Son (of the Virgin) »» (*). 
And, in the same letter, he attributes to the Holy Ghost as well 
as to the Father the power of raising Christ from the dead: 
« The Holy Ghost also raised Him, for (Paul says again) : He 
(Christ) was known to be the Son of God by power, and by the 
Holy Ghost according to the resurrection from the dead » (^). 

Eternal Generation of the Son. 

32. The eternal generation of the Son is often spoken of in 
Philoxenus* writings especially in connection with His temporal 
generation from the Virgin. In the Letter to the Monks, we 
read : « And He, Whose generation from the Father is without 
beginning, was brought forth with a beginning in His generation 
from the Virgin » (*). And in the Letter to Zeno : « She (the 
Virgin) did not bring Him forth spiritually since (the Word) 
has His spiritual generation from the Father, and He did not 



0) P. lis, 
(») P. 121. 
(») P. 124. 
(*) P. 98. 
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become (man), as He was begotten by the Father, according to 
the order of the (divine) nature and of the essential generation « {^). 



Procession of the Holy Ghost. 

33. That Philoxenus believed in the procession of the Holy 
Ghost from the Father is evident from the passage adduced above : 
« And the Holy Ghost, Who proceeds from the Father and is 
glorified with the Son »» (*). This, in fact, was the expression 
generally used in speaking of the procession of the Holy Ghost* 
before the insertion of the Filioque into the Creed (^). Not only 
does Philoxenus affirm that the Holy Ghost proceeds from the 
Father, but he considers the procession of the Holy Ghost diffe- 
rent from that of the Son, which is called generation. In the 
Letter to Zeno, giving a reason why the Father and the Holy 
Ghost did not become incarnate, he says : « The Father had no 
corporal generation, because He is always Father; nor had the 
Holy Ghost, because He did not come from the Father as Son 
in order to become the Son of the Virgin » (*). 

But does Philoxenus also teach that the Holy Ghost proceeds 
from the Son? Assemani denies it on the strength of the fol- 
lowing passage in Philoxenus* treatise Be Trinitate et Incar- 
natione: « Not indeed as the Son is from the Father is also 
the Holy Ghost from the Son, but both are from the Father : 
the Father is Being only ; the Son, Son of the Being ; the Holy 
Ghost is from the Being » {^). Here, however, Philoxenus does 



(>) P. 119. 

(«) P. 71. 

(») The definition of the Council of Constantinople (381) runs thus: 
(IlMTevofAsy) xai sig to nvsvfJia to icyiovy to xvqiop, to ^ioonoior, to ix rov 
nargog ixnoQSvdtneyoy, to avv naxQi xal vl(o avfinQoCTtwov^Bvoy xtxl cvv^o- 
^a^ofisvovj TO XaXrjaay did t(ov 7¥Qoq)fjr(oy. Hefele, op. cit., vol. II, p. 11. 

(*) P. 121. 

(«) B. 0., II, p. 20. 
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not deny absolutely that the Holy Ghost proceeds from the Son, 
but seems to imply that He does not proceed from the Son in 
the same way as the Son proceeds from the Father, that is, by 
way of generation. As a matter of fact, Assemani is obliged to 
admit that Philoxenus contradicts himself in this passage, and 
goes against the principles he gives in the same treatise regar- 
ding the distinction of the three divine persons. The principle 
is this : « The Father is distinguished from the Son by this only 
that He is Begetter unbegotten; the Son is distinguished from 
the Father by this that He is begotten, not begetter; and the 
Holy Ghost is distinguished from the Father and from the Son 
by this that He is always Holy Ghost, and never Father and 
nwver Son » (^). Hence, ai^ues Assemani, if the Son is distin- 
guished by this only that He is begotten, not begetter, it follows 
manifestly that He has everything that the Father possesses, 
except the power of generating; and, consequently, the power of 
producing the Holy Ghost is common to Him with the Father (*). 
There is no need, however, of making Philoxenus contradict 
himself, for, if we turn to his Letter to the Monks of Teleda, 
we find a remarkable testimony concerning his belief in the 
procession of the Holy Ghost from the Son. In this letter, after 
declaring his faith in the Blessed Trinity, he adds : « One God, 
because there is one nature ; three persons because they are so ; 
the Father Who is Father from everlasting and from eternity, 
Who is Father, not by will only, but by nature ; the Son Who 
is essentially Son with the Father, Son, not indeed by grace, 
but by natural generation; and the Spirit Who is so, not me- 
taphorically nor in time as the other messenger spirits who came 
into existence, but Holy Spirit, from the nature of (men keyana) 
and consubstantial with (bar keySnE) the Father and the Son » (^). 
Here, Philoxenus asserts that the Holy Ghost is not only bar 



0) Ibid., p. 21. 

(•) B. 0., n, ibid. 

(") GuiDi, op. cit., fol. 4b, col. 1, lines 2-21. 
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keyam (consubstantial with) the Father and the Son, bat that 
He is also men keyunu, that is, that He proceeds from the na- 
ture of the Father and of the Son. Hence we see that his 
teaching on the Holy Ghost is in perfect harmony with that of 
the Syriac Church. Long before the insertion of the Filioque 
into the Creed, forty bishops from Persia assembled at Selencia 
in 410 under the presidency of SS. Isaac and Marathas, and 
expressed their belief in the procession of the Holy Ghost in 
the following canon, which is one of the oldest documents of 
Syriac literature: «* We confess a Living and Holy Spirit, the 
Living Paraclete Who is from the Father and from the Son, 
and one Trinity, one essence, one will, embracing the faith of 
the three hundred and eighteen bishops which was defined in 
the city of Nice. Such is our confession and our faith, which 
we have received from our holy Fathers » (*). Such was also 
the teaching of Jacob of Serugh (*) and other Monophysites. 

C 

His Doctrine on the Real Presence. 

34. As regards the Holy Eucharist, there is no doubt that Phi- 
loxenus, like the other Monophysites of his day (^), believed in the 



(^) Cf. the article of La.my, L'Bglise Syriaque et la procession du 
St. Esprit in La Revue Catholique de Louvain for March 1860, pp. 166 sqq. 
The Syriac text of this canon which Lamy published in the above article is: 

(^) Abbeloos, Vita S^ Jacobi Sarugensis, p. 121. 
(^) Renaudot, Lit* Or. Coll., vol. II, p. 507. 



- 77 — 

real presence of Christ in the Blessed Sacrament. In his Letter 
to the Monks of Senun, written a year or so before his death, 
he refutes the opinion of the Nestorians who held that the body 
and blood given in Holy Communion were not the body and 
blood of Christ, but the body and blood of a man whom the 
Word of God had assumed and united to Himself (*). The pas- 
sage quoted by Assemani is well worth reproducing here, for it 
is one of the clearest testimonies of the Syriao Church on the 
dogma of the real presence : « And He (Christ) is one Son and 
one Lord in these two: that is, in so far as He is God, and 
in so far as He became man. He remained one after He be- 
came man, as He was one before His Incarnation, except that 
formerly (before the Incarnation) He was one without flesh, but 
now (after the Incarnation) He is one having a body. For the 
flesh which He took from us belongs to Him, and not to a man 
considered distinct from Himself. And, therefore, we confess 
that we receive the living body of the Living God, and not the 
mere, simple body of a mortal man; likewise, we receive the 
living blood of the Living One in the sacred draughts (of Com- 
munion), and not the mere blood of a corruptible man like our- 
selves. For it was not sanctified bread that He called '' His 
body "; nor was it wine enriched only by a blessing that He 
called '' His blood ". But He said of them that they were 
truly His own body and blood, as it is written: *' Jesus took 
bread, and blessed, and broke: and gave to his disciples, and 
said : Take ye, and eat : This is My body, which shall be broken 
for you unto remission of sins. Likewise, taking the chalice, 
He gave thanks, and said : Take ye, and drink of this : This is 
My blood which shall be shed for you imto remission, of sins *'. 
Thus He called the bread '' body " and the wine '^ blood ", 
not indeed (the body and blood) of another man, but His own » ('). 



(») B. a, III, pars 2a, p. 290. 
(«) B. 0., II, pp. 38, 39. 
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It is clear that Philoxenus acknowledges here the real presence 
of Christ in the Eucharist and the dogma of transiibstantiatioo. 
In this he agrees with the Jacobites as is plain from the litur- 
gies which have come down to us(0. 

Concerning the reception of Holy Communion, we find a 
very interesting passage in Philoxenus* Letter to the Monks. 
Speaking of the Word made man, he says : « Invisible, we see 
Him ; not tangible, we handle Him ; not capable of being eaten 
we eat Him ; not capable of being tasted, we drink Him ; we 
embrace Him Who is all powerful; we kiss Him Who is infi- 
nite » (*). Here, we have not only an explicit proof of his belief 
in the real presence, « we eat Him, we drink Him » , but probably 
also an allusion to the special acts of devotion which, in the early 
ages of the Church, often accompanied the reception of the Holy 
Eucharist. We know that, in the times of persecution, the faithful 
used to receive the Blessed Sacrament in their hand ('), from the 
priest (*), and carry it home where they could communicate them- 
selves. Even after the days of persecution, the custom continued 
for a long time. St. John Damascene tells us that, in Jerusalem, 
the faithful, after receiving the Blessed Sacrament in their hand, 
carried it to their eyes, lips, and forehead, to sanctify themselves (^). 
This custom obtained among the Syrians in the days of Aphraates, 
for he says in his seventh Demonstration: * They love Our Lord, 
and they lick His wounds when they receive His body, and place 
it over their eyes, and lick it with their tongue, as the dog licks 



(») Renaudot, op. cit., vol. II, pp. 449, 494. 

(«) P. 101. 

(^) Tertullian, De Idolatria, cap. VII, in Migne, P, L., vol. I, 
p. 669. 

(*) Tertullian, Liber de Corona^ cap. Ill, in Migne, P, L., vol. II, 
p. 79. „ 

(^) De Fide orthodoxa, lib. IV, cap. 13, in Miqne, P, G,, vol. 94, 
p. 1149. 
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his master « ('). It is probably to the same custom that Philo- 
xenus refers when he says in the passage quoted above: « We 
embrace Him Who is all powerful; we kiss Him Who is in- 
finite ». 



(*) Demonstration Yll, n.® 21, in Grapfin's Patrologia Syriaca, vol. I, 
p. 349. Cf. review of the same by Hyvernat in Tke Catholic University 
Bulletin for April 1895, pp. 314-319. 
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PART SECOND. 



CHAPTER I. 
DESCRIPTION OP THE MANUSCRIPTS. 

35. The three letters which are published here are extant 
in Syr. Mss. 135, 136, and 138 of the Vatican library. The 
Letter to Zeno is extant only in Ms. 135 (fol. 17r-19v); the 
first Letter to the Monks of Beth-Gangal exists only in this same 
Ms. (fol. 19v-23v) ; the Letter to the Monks is found in Ms. 135 
(fol. 15v-17r), in Ms. 136 (fol. 29v-35r), in Ms. 138 (fol. 120r-123r), 
and in Syr. Ms. Add. 12164 of the British Museum (fol. 126a- 
130a). The following is a brief description of these diflferent 
Manuscripts. 

Ms. 135 (according to the old catalogue Codex Syr. XI of 
Assemani) consists of 102 vellum leaves, 26 by 18 ctm., and is 
written in the Estrangelo character. Polios 1-12 have one column 
each; the others have two. The columns are ordinarily of 37 lines. 
The Ms. is not all of the same hand. It bears no date ; Guidi 
assigns it to the seventh or eighth century (^). 



(») From a private communication dated Rome ^ January 17, 1902, 

6 
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Ms. 136 (Codex Nitriensis XXYII of the old catalogue) 
belongs to the sixth century. It consists of 130 vellum leaves, 
25 by 16 ctm., and has two columns to a page. It is written 
in the Estrangelo character. 

Ms. 138 (Codex Nitriensis XXYI of the old catalogue) 
contains 136 vellum leaves, 31 by 25 ctm., and has three co- 
lumns to a page. It is written in the Estrangelo character and 
bears the date 581. 

Syr. Ms. Add. 12164 of the British Museum, written in a 
beautiful Edessene hand of the sixth century, consists of 141 vellum 
leaves about 31 by 25 centimeters. Each page is divided into 
three columns of from 37 to 44 lines (Cf. Wright, Gat. Syr. 
Mss., p. 527). 
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CHAPTER 11. 
INTRODUCTION TO THE THREE LETTERS. 

A. 

The Letter to the Monks. 

36. The Syriac text of this letter is given as it stands in 
Ms. 138, together with the variant readings from Mss. 135 
and 136. These three Mss. are referred to in the notes as A^ 
B, C, respectively. In Add. 12164 of the B. M., the text of 
the Letter to the Monks presents but few unimportant variant 
readings which have been omitted in this edition. 

Title. AssemaniO takes this letter for a second letter to 
the Monks of Teleda. As Guidi remarks (2), however, there is 
no indication of the fact in the above Mss., and it is not known 
to whom it was sent. Assemani himself, in another place (^), calls 
it simply « The Letter to the Monks ». The four Mss. which 
contain it give each a diiferent title, without any reference to 
the Monks of Teleda. The title in Ms. 138 is: 

rtL**ift.l ^ol CfilSQ Aizi&v^^Kh [rdjJUOO&Kh K'i&li]\j^ 
In Ms. 136, the title is: ooL.i ^^i^.i K'^i^j^ jnahx 

Ms. 135 gives it as a letter to the monks on the subject 
of faith: .siiaM^ ^taen .-r^&jiAaeso .^eizuisa.i oAajj Ajk» 



(') B, a, II, p. 37. 

(•) Z. D. M, G.y vol. 35, p. 143, note 1. 

{») B. a, II, p. 28. 
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r^!x*:ia:i K'(^i\j^ ^.i ^f^!9Q.ia .Qftl^&i f^!xia&.l i^^Ai^ 

The Ms. Add. 12164 gives simply: f^^ortOACo:! f<Aii\^f^ 

It seems probable that this letter was not directed to any 
particular monastery, but was meant for circolation among the 
monks of many convents, as we may infer from the opening sen- 
tence : « To the holy, pure, and faithful convents, healthy mem- 
bers of the bodv of the tnith of Christ Grod Who is over all; 
zealous supporters of orthodoxy, ye who heal the breaches of 
error which false doctrines have made in the bodv of faith; 
(to) ye all whom T have seen in body and in spirit, holy mo- 
nasteries. It is good and fitting for the truth to be declared 
openly, because tnith is like unto light in thet ype of its mani- 
festation which is for all « . This would justify the name 
Letter to the Monks bv which it is known in the Mss. 

Bate. Assemani, regarding this letter as a second letter to 
the Monks of Teleda, naturally places the date of its composition 
during the exile of Philoxenus (519-523), and he bases his opinion 
on the following passage : « I heard that, after I had gone from 
you, they circulated false reports about me, calling me a deceiver 
and corrupter » (^). This, however, merely shows that all the 
monks of these monasteries did not share the views of Philoxe- 
nus ; as a matter of fact, this very letter made him another enemy 
against whom he wrote his famous treatise « How One Person 
of the Holy Trinity became incarnate and suffered for us » (2). 

This letter was evidently written after the vear 477, because 
it contains the Trisagion with the addition • Thou Who wast 
crucified for us » made at that time by Peter the Fuller, pa- 
triarch of Antioch; and it may have been written many years 
after that for Philoxenus speaks of the Trisagion as being sung 

(») P. 104. 

(■) Wright, op. cit., p. 528. 
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generally in the churches: « But by His nature He is immortal 
because He is God, as the whole Church of God cries out in th6 
Trisagion: « Thou art Holy, God; Thou art Holy, Strong One; 
Thou art Holy, Immortal One ; (Thou) Who wast crucified for us, 
have mercy on us » (^). 

An approximate date may perhaps be found in the passage 
in which Philoienus advises the monks not to confine themselves 
to the duties of their ascetic calling, but to go out and fight for 
the truth openly: « I exhort you also to be open defenders and 
preachers of the truth. Be not afraid of man; do not desist from 
fighting zealously for the truth, saying : ' We are solicitous for 
the quiet of our ascetic life '. Ascetic life is beautiful (indeed), 
and the works of justice are worthy of praise. (But) these (works) 
are members whose head is truth, and if the head is cut off, 
the members perish. Let no man say : «* I keep my faith to my- 
self » ; for thou dost not preserve it in thyself if, seeing it perish 
in others, thou remainest negligent » (2). We know that Philo* 
xenus often sought the help of Monophysite monks in his strug- 
gles against his enemies. According to Evagrius (^), he instigated 
the monks of Cynegica and those of Syria Prima against Fla- 
vian II, when his efforts to deprive the latter of the see of Antiocb 
had failed at the council of Sidon. The present letter may be one 
of the many that he wrote to enlist the help of the monks who 
agreed with him. For these different reasons, it seems probable 
that it was written some time during his fourteen years ' struggle 
with Flavian of Antioch (499-513). 

Analysis. As the titles in Ms. 135 and Add. 12164 indi- 
cate, and as Philoienus tells us himself (^), this letter deals with 
the question of faith j not of faith in general as in the Discourses', 



(O' P. 101. 
e) P. 104. 

(») MiGNE, p. G.y vol. 86 bis, p. 2660. 
e) p. 96. 
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but of faith relative to the Incarnation. It is divided into three 
parts: a prologue, a refutation of the Gnostic, Nestorian, and 
Eutychian theories on the Incarnation, and an epilogue. 

After praising the monks for their zeal in the cause of re- 
ligion, Fhiloxenus tells them that faith must be preached openly, 
for truth has been revealed to enlighten every man. It must be 
announced not only to friends, but also to enemies. If we seek 
it with ardor and experience how sweet and agreeable it is, no- 
thing can separate us from it. 

Fhiloxenus then goes on to explain what truth is, and he 
defends his own doctrine on the Incarnation. 

a) By becoming man, the Word of God suffered no 
change. 

b) He did not assume the person of a man in whom He 
dwelt as in a temple. 

c) The body which He took did not come down from 
heaven; nor was it a mere appearance {(pavTatria). 

d) The Word was not incarnate without the rational 
80ul, and He assumed our humanity in and of the Virgin, so 
that He, Whose generation from the Father is eternal, had a 
real and temporal generation from the Virgin. 

e) We must not, like the Nestorians, divide Christ into 
two persons or two natures, attributing sufferings to the one and 
gloiy to the other; but we must refer both glory and humilia- 
tion to the Only Son of God, Who is from two, that is, from 
the divinity and from the humanity. 

f) The Word of God Who became incarnate for our 
salvation died for us, and the death which He died was suffered 
by Him and not by a man distinct from Himself, for he who admits 
a human person along with the Son of God in the mystery of 
the Incarnation, introduces a fourth person into the Trinity. 

In the epilogue, Fhiloxenus advises the monks not to be 
satisfied with the duties of contemplative life, but to fight cou- 
rageously for the faith that is in them ; he asks for their prayers, 
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and he anathematizes Nestorius and Eutyches and all those who 
agree with them. 



B. 



The FirstO) Letter to the Monks of Beth-Gaugal. 

37. This letter is extant only in the Syr. Ms. 135 of the 
Vatican (fol. 19 7-23 v). The title, according to the catalogue, is: 

Date. The first letter to the Monks of Beth-Gaugal (2) was 
evidently written before 491, for Zeno is mentioned as being in 
actual possession of the throne : << Moreover, the faithful and just 
Emperor Zeno and the archbishop of the capital return you 
thanks for the anaphoras which you have sent » (^). 

There is another indication, however, which determines ap- 
proximately the date of composition of this letter. After praising 
the monks for their zeal on behalf of the faith, Philoxenus 
adds : « And the same Christ-loving (Emperor) has openly de- 
clared that he gained the victory over his enemies with (the 
help of) your prayers, and he is ready to give us ample reward 
for the work which we have undertaken for the peace of the 
churches, and to drive away from them the enemies of the 
Cross » {% 



(>) Following Assemani {B. 0.-, II, p. 35), we have called this letter 
« the first Letter to the Monks of Beth-Gaugal ». The other letter to these 
monks is found in Ms. 136, which is the Codex Nitriensis XXVII of Asse- 
mani (B, 0., I, p. 569). 

(') According to Sozomen, our only authority on this matter, Gaugal 
is a mountain near Diarbekir. It is perhaps identical with the Earadja- 
Dagh, a little to the southwest of Diarbekir. 

(») P. 115. 

(*) P. 115. 
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The enemies referred to here are not only Basiliscus, the 
usurper (476-477), but especially Leontius and lUus, whose re- 
bellion lasted nearly three years (*), and who were not defeated 
till the early part of the year 485 {^). By the enemies of the 
Cross, Philoxenus understands, as usual, the Nestorian bishops, 
and also all those who accepted the decrees of the Council of 
Chalcedon and refused to sign the Henoticon. We know from 
Theophanes that in 485 many Catholic bishops were banished 
from their sees by Zeno and Acacius, under pretext of having 
assisted the rebels (Leontius and lUus), but in reality for refu- 
sing to sign the Henoticon and to communicate with the Mo- 
nophysite patriarch of Alexandria {^). 

This wholesale deposition of bishops had not taken place 
when the letter was written, for Philoxenus says that Zeno is 
ready to drive away from the churches the enemies of the Cross. 
The patriarch of Antioch, Calandion, who was one of the first 
victims of this persecution, must have been deprived of his see 
about the middle of the year 485, for a council was held in 
Rome on the fifth of October of that year over the question ot 
his deposition (0- Hence it seems very probable that this letter 
was written some time between the fall of Leontius and lUus, 
and the deposition of Calandion, perhaps in the spring of 485. 

Analysis. This letter, like the preceding, consists of three 
parts : a prologue, a defence of his own doctrine, and an epil<^e. 

Philoxenus writes to confinn the glad tidings already pro- 
claimed in the churches (probably the promulgation of the 
Henoticon and the overthrow of the rebels). He praises the 
holiness of the monks, the purity of their life, and the rigor of 



I*) Brooks, The Chronological Canon of James of Edessa, in the 
Z. D. If. G.f vol. 53, p, 317; also Tillemont, Histoire des Fmpereurs, 
vol. VI, p. 516. 

(2) Cf. Tillemont, ibid. 

(') MiGNK, P. (?., vol. 108, p. 325. 

(*) Tillemont, M^moires, vol. XVI, p. 366. 
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their rule. Thev serve Christ for Christ's sake, and not for 
temporal gifts. 

After stating his own doctrine, Philoxenus defends it against 
Nestorius and Eutyches. 

a) The Son of God became man and remained as He is, 
God. 

b) He did not receive any glory from the body that He 
took, but by His Incarnation He gave glory to our nature. 

e) He was incarnate of the Virgin without change. 

d) Both the divine and the human acts are to be referred 
to one Christ, and not to two persons or to two natures. 

e) Christ suffered by His will, and the death of the 
Cross was undergone not by a man in whom the Word dwelt, 
but by the Word Himself Who became man and Who, in His 
death, did not lose the life of His nature. 

/) Then follow a number of sentences which remind one 
of the canons or anathemas of a council. In them Fhiloienus 
sets forth at length his views on the person of Christ and 
rejects the Nestorian opinions. Many of these sentences contain 
some plays on words which give additional force to the expression. 
Thus (p. Ill) we read: «* He who attributes number (menyana) 
to the one Christ, and counts in Him two persons or distin- 
guishes two sons, such a one is not a member of Christ, and has 
not been numbered (la'ethm*ni) among the host of the chosen ones 
of God » . And, in the next sentence, Philoxenus says : « He who 
does not confess that He, Whom John called " the Word ", is 
the very Same of Whom Matthew wrote (k®thabh) '' Son of 
David and Son of Abraham '\ such a one has not been written 
(la 'ethk^thebh) in (the book) of the adoption of the Heavenly 
Father ». 

In the epilogue, Philoxenus exhorts the monks to fight against 
godless doctrines, and he bitterly denounces his enemies. 
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c. 



The Letter to Zeno. 



38. The Letter to Emperor ZeDO on the Incarnation of the 
Son of God is extant only in the Vatican Syr. Ms. 135 (fol. 17 r- 
19 t). The title is : ^cA.i r^kis^Skr^ txsnn f^^i\r^ ^oA\ 



According to Assemani (*), Philoxenus wrote this letter shortly 
after his consecration as bishop of MabbSgh, when he accepted 
the Henoticon. But this was not the only event that called 
forth this interesting document. From the last sentence of the 
letter it would appear that the faith of Philoxenus had been 
attacked, or that representations had been made to the Emperor 
for appointing to an important metropolitan see a man who had 
caused much trouble in Antioch, and whose name was « syno- 
nymous with turmoil and strife » ('^). It was then that Zeno 
demanded of him an exposition of his doctrine, so that Philoxenus 
gives us in the present letter his own profession of faith in the 
Incarnation, written in obedience to the Emperor s orders and in 
answer to his opponents: « I have written these few lines, 
pious Emperor, and hjive sent them to Tour Christianity, because 
you have ordered it, to confound the heretics who question my 
faith in Christ, and also to edify those who think as I do, and 
who, made bold by divine love, try to defend me » (^). 

What were the exact charges brought against Philoxenus 
bv his enemies is not certain. From the contents of the letter 



(M B. 0., n, p. 34. 

(*) BiDGE, op. cit., vol. n, p. X. 
(») p. 126. 
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it seems probable that he had been accused of Eutychianism or 
ApoUinarism, for he lays emphasis on the fact that he is writing 
about the embodiment (methgass®manutha) and the humanifying 
(methbam®sanutha) of the Son of God. Although these two 
words are often loosely translated by « Incarnation », they are 
not at all synonymous, and the difference of meaning between 
them ought to be borne in mind, especially when studying the 
christological controversies of the fifth and sixth centuries. The 
ApoUinarists, adopting the trichotomy of Plato, taught that the 
Word of God assumed in the Incarnation the human flesh (cap J), 
and the animal soul {tpvxrj), but not the rational soul (voig) ; in 
other words, they admitted the traQxaxng (methgas§®manutha), 
but rejected the SvavOQwnrjfTig (methbarn®§anutha) (0- It is 
probably to clear himself of some like charge that Fhiloxenus 
makes use of those two words here. And it is also worthy of 
notice that the word « ethbamad » (he was made man), which 
does not occur in the preceding letters, is found no less than 
three times in this one, and in places where Philoxenus gene- 
rally employs the more common term « h®wa barnasa » (he be- 
came man). 

Analysis, a) The Word of God, the consnbstantial Son of 
the Father, was incarnate in and of the Virgin. 

b) His humanity was real, otherwise He could not have 
redeemed us. 

c) His becoming man, like His essence, was without 
change, for change belongs only to things created. 

d) Re did not create in the Virgin a man whom He 
afterwards assumed, but He is true God and true man. 

e) Of the Son of God Philoxenus confesses two genera- 
tions but not two natures, for he argues that, if we admit two 
natures, we must necessarily admit two persons and two sons. 



(>) Cf. Petavius, Dogmata Theological De Incar., lib. II, cap. 1 



n.* X. 
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f) Christ died on the Cross without losing the life of 
His essence, and by His death He destroyed the power of death 
oyer all the children of men. 

g) Finally, Fhiloxenus anathematizes Nestorius for admit- 
ting in one and the same Christ a distinction of persons and of 
natures, attributing the miracles to God and the sufferings to a 
man in whom God dwelt; he also savs anathema to Eutyches 
for doing away with the Incarnation of the Word of God by 
denying the reality of the body which He assumed. 
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CHAPTER III. 

TRANSLATION (i). 

A. 

[Letter of Mar Aks®naya] which 
was written by him to the Monks (*). 127 

To the holy, pure, and faithful convents, healthy members of 
the body of the truth of Christ God Who is over all ; zealous sup- 
porters of orthodoxy (3), ye who heal the breaches of error || which 128 
false doctrines have made in the body of faith; (to) ye all 
whom I have seen in body and in spirit, holy monasteries (^). 

It is good and fitting for the truth to be declared openly, 
because truth is like unto light in the type of its manifesta- 
tion which is for all. For, as light has been made to shine 
on every thing so also truth has been revealed in the world 
to enlighten every man, according to the words of Him Who 
is Truth, and Who has given the truth: « That which I tell 



(*) The numbers in the margin refer to the pages of the Syriac text, 
the sign || indicating where the page of the text begins. The translation 
has been made as literal as possible ; the words added to bring out more 
clearly the meaning of the text are placed between brackets. 

(•) The title in B (Vat. Syr. Ms. 135) is: By the power of Our Lord 
Jesus Christ, we begin to write a compilation of works of all kinds. First, 
the letter of the Saint Mar Aks®n3y3 to^he monks on the subject of faith. 

The title in C (Vat. Syr. Ms. 136) is: Again, the second letter of 
Mar Aks^naya. 

(*) The word orthodoxy here is synonymous with Monophysitism. 

(*) B and C add; I, Aks*naya, a disciple of you all and an humble 
member, yet found worthy of your divine truth, (wish you) abundant peace 
in the Lord our hope. 
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I tell you in the dark, speak ye in the light; and that which 
you hear in your ears, preach ye upon the house-tops » ('). 
And, to teach us that we must not only preach the truth in 
simple words to our friends, but that we must declare it also 
before enemies, with that confidence that fights with death. He 
said to us : (t And fear ye not them that kill the body, and are not 
able to kill the soul » ('). And again, in the public confession be- 
fore persecutors. He exhorts and urges us by His promises to declare 
the faith which He has delivered unto us, saying: « Every one 
that shall confess Me before men, I will also confess him before 
My Father Who is in heaven, and before His angels; but he that 
129 shall deny Me, I will also deny him before the Father \\ aad 
before the angels » {^). 

Such is the openness, therefore, with which Jesus Our God 
commands us to declare oar truth, and not to be ashamed, 
and not to blush, and not to be acceptors of persons in autho- 
rity, and not to seek to please those men who are the adversaries 
of troth; for he who wishes to please men cannot be a servant 
of Christ. But as for him who has experienced the love of Christ, 
and tasted the sweetness of truth, nothing shall ever be able to 
diminish the ardor of his pursuit in search of the truth which 
he loves. For truth is agreeable and sweet above all things; 
and it inflames every soul, that has tasted it rightly, to seek 
after it. Like the divine Apostles and the holy Martyrs, every 
one who has experienced this pleasure seeks it with an unspeakable 
ardor. Nothing was able to diminish the ardor of their love in 
the pursuit of truth: neither fire, nor beasts, nor swords, nor the 
combs (of executioners), nor exile from country to country, nor 
close confinement in dungeons, nor the insults of enemies, nor 
calumnies, nor injustices, nor 'the inconstancy of friends, nor the 



(») St. Matthew, x, 27. 
(2) St. Matthew, x, 28. 
(») St. Matthew, x, 32 33. 
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defection of acquaintances, nor separation from family, nor the 
opposition of the whole world, nor the onslaught of visible and 
invisible (enemies), nor anything || above or below, can separate 130 
from the love of Christ those who have tasted and perceived the 
truth, as St. Paul, in the ardor of this love, speaking for all those 
like himself, declared, (saying): << For I am sure that neither 
death, nor life, nor powers, nor virtues, nor height, nor depth, 
nor things present, nor things to come, shall be able to separate 
me from the love of Christ (our) God » (^). 

It behooves every one who is a disciple of truth to place 
this mirror before his eyes, and to look at it constantly, and he 
shall not be cast down by the fear of anything. For in the 
truth and love of Christ there is no fear, and he who fears is 
not perfect in love. Every thing that is not from truth is 
placed outside ot truth: whether fear or lying, whether flattery 
or respect of persons, love of pleasures or thirst for power. These 
and similar things are placed outside of truth; and, as these 
things cannot be in truth, those who are enslaved by them cannot 
remain in truth nor possess faith. For they are those || whose isi 
god is their belly (2) which has become to them the master of their 
lives; wherever they find its pleasures and desires, there they 
turn ; they so identify themselves with it that they remain slaves 
to their shame, and never give up the pleasures of the flesh. 

But as for us, dear (brethren), athletes in the spiritual 
warfare, it is not becoming for us to deal thus with truth, which 
is our life ; but (it behooves us) to renounce whatever is outside 
of it, and to confess that in it alone are our light and our joy, 
our wealth and our priceless treasure, and the breath of our spi- 
ritual life. 

Now, because it is necessary to make known the cause of 
my discourse, what it is about, and the reason for which it was 



(») Romans, viii, 38-39. 

(•) Philippians, III, 19. C adds u And whose glory is in their shame ». 
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written, I state clearly the scope of my discourse. Briefly, I 
(intend to) demonstrate in writing the truth of the faith which I 
haye learned from the Holy Books and from the interpreters of the 
Church, my masters, for the joy and consolation of those who love 
me in truth and for truth's sake, and for the shame and confusion 
of heretics, disciples of the demons, who calumniate me and call 
me a deceiver, and insult in me the truth which 1 have learned 

132 and which I preach. For, since they call truth drror, || these 
liars give the name of deceivers to the heralds of truth. 

Who then or what is truth, if not Jesus Christ, the God 
Who is over all, He Who said, « I am the Truth, and the Light, 
and the Life » (^). This Jesus, God the Word, is our truth, with 
His Father and with His Holy Spirit: one Trinity, one essence, 
one divinity, one nature from everlasting and from eternity. For 
there is not in Him (God) nature and nature, nor essence and 
essence, nor anything recent or old, but One in Three and Three 
in One ; an eternal nature and eternal persons, one essence adored 
with its persons from everlasting and from eternity. 

One of the persons of this essence is the Mediator of our 
Confession (*), Truth from Truth, Light from Light, Living from 
the Living One, and Immortal from Him Who does not die. By 
the will of the essence (3), this same person came down from 
heaven, that is, God from God, natural Son of a natural Father, 
the Splendor of the Father and His essential Image, God the 
Word Who is over all. He came down and dwelt in the pure 
Virgin who was sanctified by God the Spirit, and He became 

133 man of her without change, in everything like unto us || except 
sin, there having been neither change, nor variation, nor confusion 
in His nature, as God Hiniself said by the Prophet, « I am. 



(*) St. John, xiv, 6, 

(■) B has u The Mediator of the divinity ». 

(') B has « By the wiU of the divinity ». 
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and I change not »(0- For He Who was not made is not mu- 
table; He Who was not created cannot change. Therefore He 
became man without change ; He was embodied, and remained 
as He is. spiritual. 

He did not cause the person of a man to adhere to Himself 
that two might be counted in Him, He and a man adhering to 
Him. Nor did He enter and dwell in another, He Who is the 
Only Son, but He was embodied from our nature and He is not 
counted two. He became man of the Virgin, and His person 
was not doubled; He became (man), and He was not changed, 
because even in His becoming His essence remained without 
change. For as He is in His essence, so He remained also in 
His becoming, that is, without change. 

The Ancient of days became a child; the Most High be- 
came an infant in the womb, and God became man in the womb. 
The Spiritual One became corporal ; the Invisible One was seen ; 
the Intangible One was handled; He Who is consubstantial 
with the Father became of us in His becoming, because He, 
God the Word, was embodied in the Virgin and of the Virgin. 
He did not bring His body down from heaven, as Bardesanes 
said; nor was He seen under a false appearance or a phantom, 
according to || the blasphemy of Mani and Marcion; nor was (His i34 
body) made from nothing, as said Eutyches the fool ; nor was His 
nature changed, as the wicked Arius and Eunomius imagine ; nor 
was He, Who was embodied, without (human) intelligence, accor- 
ding to the blasphemous doctrine of Apoliinaris; but He Who 
is perfect God took a body, and became perfect man of the 
Virgin. 

The Word was not embodied in the Virgin, as if not also 
of the Virgin, but He truly became man in her and of her. For 
the Virgin was not indeed a channel (through which) God 



(*) Malachias, hi, 6. 
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(passed), but (His) true Mother, because He became man of her. 
Nor again was God born in another man, for a man was not born 
in whom God dwelt, according to the teaching of the impious 
Nestorius and his mad disciples ; but God, Who was embodied 
without change, was born of the Virgin. For He, Who descended 
into her as God, the Yevj Same came forth from her as man; 
and the one Whom she conceived spiritually, the very Same she 
brought forth corporally. And He, Whose generation from the 
Father is without beginning, was brought forth with a begin- 
ning in His generation from the Virgin. 

(Being) of a supernatural nature, He became man ; (being) 
135 of a supernatural nature, || He was born of a creature ; (being) of 
a supernatural nature. He sucked milk; (being) of a supernatural 
nature, He grew in stature. Let us beware of the impiety of 
those who say that the Virgin (*) brought forth God and a man; 
who divide and count two in Him Who is the Only Son of God, 
Who is from two, from the divinity and from the humanity; 
(of the impiety of those) who divide (Christ), and in this one 
God Who was embodied, attribute humiliation to the one and 
glory to the other, power to the one and weakness to the other. 

Thus, indeed, do these dishonest (men) speak: « One was 
born, and the other was not born ; one sucked and the other did 
not suck ; one was circumcised and the other was not ; one grew 
and the other did not; one(-) ate and the other did not; one 
drank and the other did not; one fasted and the other did not; 
one (3) was hungry and the other was not; one slept and the 
other did not ; one suflFered and the other did not ; one died and 
the other did not ; and (so these) dishonest men divide unto one 
and another all these words which are spoken of Christ, as if 
one was born truly and the other in deception, as if one suflfered 



(*) B has u Mary ». 

(*) B omits all as far as « one fasted ». 

(') B omits all as far as u one slept » . 
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in fact and the other 1| in name, and as if one died in reality i3g 
and the other in fraud. 

But it is not at all in the sense that a man or a body 
distinct (^) from God died, that death is spoken of God, as it 
is not in the sense that a man or the body of (*) another person 
distinct from God was bom, that birth is spoken of God ; for, it was 
not a body that was born, but it was God, Who became a body, 
and (^) remained in His nature God ; and it was not a body that 
was crucified, but it was God, Who became man, and (*) in His 
death did not lose His life. Not one with another was born ; but 
one God Who was embodied was born. There were not two at 
the birth, nor two on the Cross; but one was born, and the Same 
one was crucified. And as of the Virgin, not one in another, 
nor one with another was born, but one God became man of 
her without change and the Same is one in His divinity and His 
humanity; so also on the Cross one was suspended and not two. 

Therefore, that God was born of the Virgin, the Church of 
God believes ; (that) God was crucified for all, the truth of the 
Holy Books declares. Christ is the Son, and the Son is God, 
II and God is the Word, and the Word is consubstantial (with 137 
God). If it is written that Christ was crucified, it is God Who 
was crucified. Christ died and He also rose. Not one was the 
Christ Who died, and another the God Who did not die; not 
one was the Only Son Who was given for the redemption of the 
world, and another the Word Who was not given; not one was 
the Son Who suffered and died, and another Who remained 
without suffering. It is written, « God so loved the world as 
to give His Only Begotten Son for it » {^), This Only Son Who 



(*) BC omit u distinct from God ». 

(") BC omit u of another person distinct from God » . 

(") BC omit u and remained in His nature God». 

(*) BC omit u and in His death did not lose His life ». 

(») St. John, ih, 16. 
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was gi?6D to death for the redemption of the world, is He of 
Whom it is said, « The World was made tlesh, and dwelt among 
us » ('). Again, Paul said, « God was reconciled with us by the 
death of His Son* (^). And again he said, » Verily He did not 
spai*e His own Son, but delivered Him up for us all » (^). This Son, 
by Whose death He (God) was reconciled with us and Whom 
He delivered to suffering for us, is no other than God tbe Son 
Who was begotten of G^d the Father. Therefor^, whether the 
Holy Books say that Christ, or the Son, or the Only Be- 
gotten, or Jesus was born and died, it is God Who was bom 
and died, and not another distinct from Him. For we do not 
13d acknowledge || a Son Who is not God, nor a God Who is not 
Chi'ist. 

Be not troubled, therefore, hearer^ at this (statement) that 
God was crucified for us. For, if God was born of the Virgin, 
God was also suspended on the Cross. And if a heretic should 
say, tt How can God die ? » , ask him in return, « How can God 
be born ? »» If then He was born of the Woman (^), although 
He is from the Father in His first generation. He also tasted 
death of His own will, although He is living in His nature. 
And as, when He became man. He remained God as He is, without 
change, so also, when He tasted death for us, He did not lose 
the life of His nature. For it is God Who became man for 
us, and it is the Living One Who tasted death for our sake. 
Let them not deceive thee, faithful (hearer), by words 
fraught with fatal discord, as they say to thee, « How can G^d 
die ? y> When thou hearest this from them, return them the 
answer, -How can God be born?»» If, being (already) born. 



{') St. John, i, 14. 

(«) Romans, v, 10. 

(*) Romans, viii, 32. 

(*) B has u If then God was born of the Virgin » 
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He was born; if existing, He became (man), therefore also, being 
living, He died of His own will {^). 

It was not indeed a mortal or a man that died for us ; || for 139 
every mortal that dies, dies for himself; and every sufferer that 
suffers, suffers for himself; and every thing that, not existing, comes 
into existence, comes into existence for itself. Herein then is a 
great mystery of profound love and of ineffable salvation, that He 
Who is became, not that He might be, since He is, but that we, 
through His becoming (Incarnation), might become the sons of 
God. Everything that He became. He became, not for Himself, 
but for us. For He was not a sufferer by His nature, because, 
if He had suffered being a sufferer (by nature). He would have 
suffered for Himself. Nor did He become mortal in punishment 
for the transgression of the (original) precept, as is the case with 
us, but He is immortal because He is God. (-) Nor did He 
become immortal by being justified by His works, as the wicked 
followers of Nestorianism assert; but by His nature He is 
immortal because He is God, as the whole Church of God cries 
out in the Trisagion: « Thou art Holy, God; Thou art Holy, 
Strong One; Thou art Holy Immortal One; (Thou) Who wast 
crucified for us, have mercy on us » . It is, therefore, this Holy, 
Strong, Immortal God, Who was crucified for us (^). Thus does 
the II true Church believe, thus do the tongues which are moved uo 
by truth cry out that He, Who is immortal by nature, God the 
Word, was crucified in body for all, not that a body or a man 
distinct from Him was suspended on the Cross. 

Invisible (^), we see Him; not tangible, we handle Him; 
not capable of being eaten, we eat Him ; not capable of being 
tasted, we drink Him ; we embrace Him Who is all powerful ; we 



(*) B omits " of His own will ». 

(*) B omits all as far as, « as the whole Church, etc. ?» 

(*) B omits this whole sentence. 
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kiss Him Who is infinite. Of Him, Who is immortal, we believe 
that He died for us ; of Him, Who is impassible, we confess that 
He suffered for us. « We preach unto you that which was from 
the beginning » , said John in his epistle, » that which we have 
heard, which we have seen with our eyes, which we have looked 
upon and our hands have handled of the Word of life, for the 
life was manifested. And we have seen, and do bear witness, 
and declare unto you the life eternal, which was with the 
Father, and hath been revealed to us » (^). 

(2) Thou hearest how this Apostle, who knew the mysteries 
of Christ, preaches to thee concerning truth, and cries out to 
thee that the life, which was with the Father, has been revealed ; 
that He Who was invisible has appeared; that He Who was 
141 inaudible || has been heard ; (^) that He Who was not tangible has 
been handled; that He Who was silent has conversed. Which 
dost thou wish to hear, faithful (hearer), this Apostle who knew 
the secrets of God the Word, or the mad Nestorius and his 
wicked followers who say that another man, distinct from the 
Word, bore and suffered everything for us? 

We, on the contrary, believe in the Only Begotten God the 
Word, Who came down and was embodied of the Virgin in an 
ineffable manner, and remained, in His nature, God. We do 
not say, like the erring disciples of Eutyches, that He was em- 
bodied in the Virgin, but not of her; but we believe (that He 
was embodied) in her and of her, and not in any other way He 
might have pleased, as those liars claim. We say that He wished 
to become, and became (man) of the Virgin, who was of the 
seed of the house of David, as the Books teach, and as the teachers 
of truth have delivered unto us; not that a man, who was 
not, came into existence in the Virgin and adhered to God, as 



(») I St. John, i, 1-3. 

(") B omits all as far as " He Who was invisible «. 

(•) B omits all as far as « He Who was silent ». 
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the impious Nestorius said, which man bore and suffered all the 
things of his nature in agreement with his own nature. Not so 
II does truth affirm, not so does faith declare. For he who counts 142 
another man with God, introduces a quaternity in his doctrine 
and destroys the dogma of the Holy Trinity. With pagans is 
such a doctrine to be counted, for, like them, it errs inventing 
a new god, against that which is written, « There shall not be 
to thee a new god » ('). It adores a new god, a man born of 
a woman. 

It is not a man, therefore, that was exalted, was honored, 
and became God ; but it is God Who abased Himself, humbled 
Himself, emptied Himself, and became man; and because He 
is God by His nature, and did not become God, not being God 
(first), for the same reason, haying become man, He did not 
change, but remained one God as He is, and He is counted, with 
the Father and with the Spirit, one Holy Trinity: « Go ye forth, 
teach all nations, and baptize them in the name of the Father, 
and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost » (2). One Father, with 
Whom there is no other Father; one Son with Whom there is 
no other Son; one Holy Ghost with Whom there is no other 
Spirit. There is not (in each divine person) one with one, and 
another || with another, for each one of them is one : the Father 143 
Who has no body; the Son Who was really embodied; and 
the Holy Ghost Who is adored with the Father and with the 
Son. This is the Holy and Adorable Trinity Which we confess ; 
outside of It, we know no other, and anything which is named 
and called God outside of It, is to be anathematized. 

I have written to you these things in haste, holy servants 
of truth, not as teaching, but to sliow the conformity of my faith 



(*) Deuteronomy, v, 7. 
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with yours. I pray that in this (faith) I may depai-t from this 
life to its life, and that I may be offered in sacrifice for this 
truth which I confess. I exhort you also to be open defenders 
and preachers of the truth. Be not afraid of man ; do not desist 
from fighting zealously for the truth, saying: « We are solici- 
tous for the quiet of our ascetic life » . Ascetic life is beautiful 
(indeed), and the works of justice are worthy of praise. (But) 
these (works) are members whose head is truth, and if the 
head is cut off, the members perish. 

Let no man say : <« I keep my faith to myself » ; for thou 
144 dost not II preserve it in thyself, if, seeing it perish in others, thou 
remainest negligent. Where is the virgin who would insist on 
staying in her chamber, if she heard that her father s room is on 
fire? If she remains negligent, it will happen that the fire will 
become master of the room in which she dwells. Therefore, 
you also, without losing the purity of your monastic life, be de- 
fenders and open preachers of the truth; and pray also for me, 
I beseech you all at your feet, that 1 may be found worthy to 
suffer for my God as He suffered for me. 

I heard that, after I had gone from you, they circulated (M 
false reports about me, calling me a deceiver and corruptor. 
As to myself, I pray that such an error may remain with me to 
the end of my life. May God forgive them and grant them 
pardon ; may He open to them the gate of repentance that they 
may know His truth. 

(') Anathema upon Nestorius and Eutyches, and their doctri- 
nes and their disciples ; upon every one who agrees with them ; 
upon every one who does not anathematize them with mouth 
and heart, and does not confess that Christ, God the Word, one 
of the Trinity, was crucified for us. 



(') B has « they wrote ». 

(2) B and C omit all as far as « What you have heard ^. 
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If any man love not Our Lord Jesus Christ, let him be 
anathema (^). 

II The End(«). 145 



What you have heard by word (of mouth), I have sent to 
you in writing, and also to the holy friends whom I have not 
seen in the body, by Ephrem, the bearer of this letter to Mar 
Acacius, the priest, who, for a long time, after the example of 
his master, has waged a war of this kind. Therefore, have cou- 
rage, for this is the time of the harvest, in which we will 
reap the new fruits of the works of justice, in the field of the 
zeal for the faith of Christ God, Who is over all; to Whom 
be glory for ever. Amen. 



B. 

ilThe Letter of St. Mar AksenEya to the pure Monks 146 

of Beth-Gaugal. 

Christ has, in these days, manifested the light of Redem- 
ption to the faithful people. Behold, joyful news and good 
tidings are proclaimed to-day in the midst of the churches, 
because error has been deserted by all its votaries, and truth 
has been exalted by all its heralds. This news, which is 
full of joy, together with the reports and tidings of life, I too 
wish to confirm and make known to Your Holinesses through 
this humble letter of mine. Though of little worth in itself, 
the joyful news it contains will render it dear in your eyes. 
Owing to my ignorance, I cannot speak anything worthy to be 
uttered in your assemblies; therefore, I shall lean my discourse 



(*) I Corinthians, xvi, 22. 
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upon other helps, that it may find outside of itself the dignit}- 
which it has not by nature. For when an humble man speaks 
before princes, their great kindness will manifest itself in his 
regard. 

Well you. Fathers, you are princes, and this title you have 
earned it justly by your works; for, where are not your labors 

147 spoken of? Where has not || the fame of your holy monaster}^ 
spread? Who has not admired, who has not wondered at the 
cruel persecutions (which) you (have suffered)? The (very) men- 
tion of your rule causes the lax to fear, for the weak are wont 
to be afraid when they hear of your courageous works. But 
as these tremble at the mention of your fervor, so also the 
strong take heart, and try to imitate the zeal (which you display 
in) your works. Your conduct is to the indifferent what salt is 
to food, a condiment. And as light dispels darkness, so also the 
fame of your fervor drives away all weakness. It is not vain glory 
which upholds your labors, but the love of God; and therefore 
you do not practise virtue in appearance, but in the truth of 
a pure understanding, It is not indeed only the figure of justice 
which you have put on, but the truth of justice is fixed in your 
thoughts. To-day, you form an illustrious remnant among all the 
disciples, and you have preserved, so to speak, your rule of life 
without change ; for laxity, which in eveiy way has injured many, 
has not inserted its teeth into the sound body of your works; 
and dejection of mind, which is wont to spoil the labor of 
others, has not prevailed against your treasures. Neither the fear 
of men nor the fiattery of the great has ruled over you. Tou have 
not bartered the truth for earthly presents, and you have not ceased 

148 1 1 from your zeal for the faith for the sake of temporal gifts, and 
your monastery is not addicted to begging like those which 
subsist in that way. You have not sold Christ for sheaves of 
barley and loaves of bread like those who sell Him for such prices. 

It is written that Judas sold Him for thirty (pieces) of 
silver; but those disciples in name (only) sell Him every day 
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for thlDgs more contemptible and abominable than that. Those 
who act thus serve theii* belly and not God; in them is ful- 
filled that which was written by Paul ('), « Their god is their 
belly, and their glory their shame » . And again he says, « Their 
mind is wholly upon the earth »; because they were born for 
the earth and not for heaven, their eyes are fixed altogether on 
the things of the earth. 

Now the disciple who knows Christ and delights in Him 
cannot fail to experience sorrow when he hears a blasphemy 
against Him. For as our body naturally suffers when a wound 
is inflicted upon it by iron, or a stone, or anything else, so 
also does the soul of the true disciple suffer when witnessing a 
blow and an insult against Christ. Is there a greater insult 
II than that which the new Jews {^) of our day utter, blaspheming 149 
Christ face ta face, subtracting from the honor (due to) Him, 
reviling His glory, and saying to Him, « Thou art a man, and 
Thou makest Thyself God? « (3). They try to show that His 
glory is not His own; that He received everything from the favor 
of another; that He is not God by His own nature, but was 
made God recently. For these devils (the heretics), without 
being ashamed, speak of Christ as one speaks of idols, because 
they are idols who are turned into gods when they are not 
such. It is not so, however, with Christ, godless man, but by 
nature He is God. If then He became what He was not, as it 
is written of Him, it is not that from man He became God, 
but from God He became man and remained as He is, God. 

A body did not take Him, but He took (a body). For He 
did not receive any glory from the body that He took, but by 
His embodiment He gave glory to our miserable nature. He 
did not come to a creature to be made God, but to be known 



(*) Philippians, III, 19. 

(") The Nestorians and the adherents of the Council of Chalcedon 
were called u Jews » by the Monophy^ites. 
(») St. John, x, 33. 



- 108 - 

as God. His appearance amongst us was not from nothing into 
something, bat it shows truly that He is something which does 
not change. For He was born of the Virgin corporally, and not 
in so far as He is God. Bat because He became man of the 
Virgin, in this He had a beginning; for in so far as He is, 

150 not even from the Father has He a beginning. Because He 
became man, we are not ashamed to say that He had a begin- 
ning from the Virgin ; for He Who, as God, is without beginning, 
became, as man, subject to a beginning; and He Who, as God, 
is spiritual, infinite, and with the Father, became, as man, a 
body, and finitein the Virgin. He Who, as God, designs, fashions, 
shapes, joins, and creates the fetus in the womb, the Same, as 
man, was formed and shaped, and became a child in person. He 
Who, as God, nourishes every thing, waters it, and gives it the 
increase. Who supports, holds, and preserves all things, the 
Same, as man, was carried and grew, was held in arms, sacked 
milk, and received increase in His person. He Who as God 
experiences neither hunger, nor fatigue, nor sleep, nor ignorance, the 
Same as man was hungry and thirsty, ate and drank, was sleepy 
and slept, and asked questions to learn. He Who, as God, is 
above suffering and insult, Whose nature is not subject to death, 
the Same, as man, suffered, was insulted, slapped in the face, 
scourged, and really tried by death; and He Who is always 
one without change because He is God, rose from the grave on 
the third day because He became man. When He lay and re- 
clined dead in Scheol, He was preparing the resurrection for all, 

151 was ruling the hosts of heaven and all creatures by His nod, 
creating bodies and putting the limbs together and breathing in 
the souls, and governing the worlds and all creatures, as God Who 
is even'where. 

It is a mystery we propound here, and we are not writing 
about things mine or thine. For Christ is believed to be 
God and man, not in the sense that we believe that He Who 
took a body is one, and the body that He took, another, 
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but in order to signify by the word « God » that He was 
begotten by the Father, and by the word a man » that 
He was embodied of the Virgin. For we do not despise His 
humanity, and we do not deny His divinity, and we do not 
divide Him into two. Who is one even after He was embodied. 
For upon the throne, He is Grod and near God, and in the womb, 
man and with men. In the Father He is living like the Father, 
Son and Substance ; with the dead, He was dead like them and 
man like them. The Spiritual One did not die in so far as He 
is Spiritual, and God did not suffer in so far as He is God. He 
has no beginning, to the extent that He is without a beginning 
in His generation from the Father (?). He suffered, therefore, be- 
cause He took a body, and He died because He became a brother 
of mortals. He had a beginning in the womb, because Ho was 
born like ourselves. We confess without blushing that God 
became man, that the Impassible One became subject to suf- 
fering, and the Living One tasted death. The Living One then 
tasted death in order || to vivify (our) mortal nature. God became 152 
man, that men might become the sons of God. For I do not deny 
that He vivified me, and I do not attribute to another the redemp- 
tion which He wrought for me. If the death and the suffering 
were of another, the redemption and life which were merited for 
me would be of man, not of God. It is not another, therefore, who 
vivified me by one who died, but the very One Who died, vivified 
me by His own death. And if it is written « God was reconciled 
by Christ with the world " ('), it is not that God the Word (was 
reconciled) by a man, as the wicked (heretics) interpret, but that 
God the Father (was reconciled) by His Beloved Son, as this 
Apostle again said, « God was reconciled with us by the death 
of His Son » (*). He also said : « He (God) did not spare His 



(») 2 Corinthians, v, 19. 
(•) Romans, v, 10. 
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Son, bat delivered Him up for us all » (*). Therefore, he who 
does not confess that God died, does not believe that the Son 
of God died, but opposes the teaching of Paul. For, when 
the Holy Books say that the Son, or Christ, or the Only Be- 
gotten died, it means that God died; and the words, « In the 
beginning was the Word » (*), are known to refer to the Son 
of God, for the Son is not ditferent from the Word. 

Of this very Son the Apostle said, « God was reconciled by 
His death ». Therefore he who is scandalized ad the mention 
of death, does not believe that the Son of God is God. 

He who distinguishes Christ into two, does not worship the 
Trinity. 
153 II He who says that Christ is a man, is a partner of the 
heathens and the Jews. 

He who attributes glory to the one and humiliation to 
another, openly confesses two sons and makes void the redemption 
which came to our nature. 

He who says that the person of a man who was not God 
was made God, sets up an idol, forms an image, and makes a 
new god. 

He who does not confess that God emptied Himself, and 
took the likeness of a servant, as Paul teaches (^), does not 
know that Christ is the equal of God (^). 

He who does not believe that the Only Son of God was 
given for the redemption of the world in the love of the Father, 
does not understand the love of God for the world. 

He who does not hold for certain that He Who was cru- 
cified was one of the Trinity, has not received the freedom and 
joy of baptism, and has not as yet been redeemed from the sen- 
tence of death and from the original curse. 



(*) Romans, viii, 32. 
(«) St. John, i, 1. 
(*) Philippians, ii, 7. 
(*) Philippians, ii, 6. 
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Whosoever is ashamed to declare that Christ is God, him 
shall Christ put also to shame before God and before Hi» Aoly 

angels. 

The disciple who does not confess that the Impassible One 
suffered, and the Immortal One died for us, is a heathen, not 
a disciple. 

He who does not confess that Jesus is Lord from eternity, 
has not the odor of Christ. 

II He who says that Jesus was made Lord and Christ by ano- 154 
ther, as if He was not so (by nature), but became so recently, 
brings God into contempt. 

He who attributes number (0 ^ the one Christ, and counts 
in Him two persons or distinguishes two sons, such a one is not a 
member of Christ, and has not been numbered among the host 
of the chosen ones of God. 

He who does not confess that He, Whom John called « the 
Word^, is the very Same of Whom Matthew wrote, « Son of 
David and Son of Abraham » ('), such a one has not been written 
in (the book) of the adoption of the Heavenly Father. 

He who says that He of Whom it is written, «* He was in 
the beginning, and He was with God, and He was God » (3), 
is not the Power of the Most High, (the Power of Whom) the 
Angel said to the Virgin, « Thou shalt conceive in the womb, 
and shalt bring forth a son; and thou shalt call His name Jesus » (^), 
such a one is anathematized by the word of Jesus. 

Kd who says that John wrote of one, and Matthew, Mark, 
and Luke, of another, such a one is a stranger to the Gospel 
of the Apostles and to the preaching of the Prophets. 

He who says that the name of Christ signifies two natures 
distinct and separate the one from the other, and not one nature 



(M i. e. two persons or two natures. 

(■) St. Matthew, i, 1. 

(■) St. John, i, 1. 

(*) St. Luke, i, 35, 31. 
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(k^yans), and one prosopon (par^ops), and one person (q^nomSi), 
who was embodied and became man of the Virgin, such a one 
denies the faith and is worse than those who do not believe. 

He who says that there are in Christ one and another, Qod 

Creator and a man created as one of us, and does not confess 

155 II that the Same One is the likeness of God as Creator, and the 

likeness of a servant as being in the body, such a one is as 

yet a servant of sin, and has not received the frieedom of Christ. 

He Miio says that, in the one person of Christ, there are 
the Giver and the Receiver, one giving mercy and the other 
receiving mercy, and does not confess that He is altogether the 
Giver and the Distributor of good things to others, is filled with 
the malice of the devil. 

He who says that the half of Christ is the Redeemer, and 
the other half is redeemed, and does not confess that He is 
wholly Redeemer, on account of which He was called Jesus, 
which is interpreted Saviour (^), this one is cut oif from the 
redemption which Christ wrought by His Cross. 

He who does not confess that He, Who is perfect God and 
the consubstantial Son of the Father, is also perfect man from 
the human nature, shall not be counted among men (for whom 
He became man). 

He who imagines that there was only a mere adhesion (of 
a body) to the person of Christ, and not a real embodiment in 
the acknowledgment of one person, such a one has no relationship 
with Christ. 

He who says that the infinite God dwelt in a finite man 
as He dwelt in the Prophets and in the just, and does not 
confess that He Who, as God, is infinite, is the Same Who 
became finite by becoming man, (such a one) has not as yet 
passed from a corrupt error into the fold of the knowledge of 
Christ. 



(*) St. Matthew, i, 21 
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He who does not confess that the Athlete, who fought for 
our nature || in the desei-t against the Adirersary, is the natural 156 
Son of the Father Who, in so far as He became man, waged 
war against the Adversary, but thinks that God raised up ano- 
ther Athlete from our nature to triumph for Himself and for 
us, such a one is a stranger to the victory of Christ. 

He who says that Christ was justified by His works, and 
became the equal of the Most High by the practice of His vir- 
tues, and that He is not exalted and is not God by His nature, 
such a one is without any virtue and is filled with the malice 
of the devil. 

He who savs that He Who raised the dead is one, and He 
Who was tried by death, another, the death of such (a man) 
has not yet ceased. 

He who does not believe that He Who, as man, was apprehen- 
ded by the Jews and led to the death of the Cross, is the 
Same Who, as God, in the power of His divinity caused crea- 
tures to tremble, shall experience the wandering of Cain all the 
days of his life. 

He who says that He Who cast out Legion (*) from the man 
(in the Gospel) is one, and He Who was comforted by the Angel 
at the time of His passion (^), another, in such a one dwells 
L^on whom Jesus drove out. 

He who does not confess that glory and humiliation are of 
one Son, Who is one person and one nature who was embodied, 
such a one is an embodied devil. 

He who says that there are this and that (person or nature) 
in the one Christ, has not as yet put off the « old man n . 

He who does not confess that He Who said, « My Father 
worketh until now, and || I work » (3), is the Same of Whom Peter 157 



(») Cf. St. Luke, viii, 30, and St. Mark, v, 9. 
(■) St. Luke, xxii, 43. 
(») St. John, v, 17. 

8 
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wrote, « He hath been exalted by the right hand of God and 
hath received of the Father the promise of the Holy Ghost " (^), 
in such a one the evil spirit dwells. 

He who says that the body of our Lord came down from 
heaven, has not been redeemed with the sons of men. 

He who says that the aspect of Christ was a false appea- 
rance, and not a real embodiment from the nature of the Virgin, 
is a disciple of Mani and Marcion. 

He who says that God refused to take a body of our nature 
as being defiled, and confesses that a body was formed for Him 
from another place, shall be cut off from the life which the cor- 
poreity of God has prepared for us. 

He who does not confess that the Word became the seed 
of David and Abraham in the flesh, and took a body really 
and without change from the Virgin who brought Him forth, 
has not as yet changed from the old error. 

He who does not anathematize Nestorius with his whole 
soul and> Entyches with his whole mind, and their abominable 
doctrines which are dangerous to men, is anathematized in his 
soul and in his body. 

Against all these doctrines, therefore, we have stood and 
still stand with our whole soul, that the true faith, which was 
delivered by Christ to His Church, may remain without change. 
We wage this war with gallant courage, and in the struggle 
which is for Christ, we stand unmoved by the gifts and honors 
158 of the wicked. 1| Nor do we fear their threats, for Our Justifier 
is near; and in Him we have placed our confidence, for we have 
been believing for a long time that He will do what He has 
promised. And although many without the faith would take 
away our hope, in His true hope we are strengthened all the 
more. As in the war waged against Christ, we have arisen and 
have desired your own cooperation, we have written to you that you 



(») Acts, II, 33. 
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may be persuaded that we do not wish to triumph without yon. 
You have done well to join in my conflict on behalt of truth, 
because we are in the truth and the (dogma of the) Trinity is 
held in the same sense by you and by us. You have agreed in 
your letters, and, by the signing of your names, you have cqu- 
firmed, not anything new, but the very truth which you possess ( ^). 
For it is fitting that what we hold in the mind and confess 
with the tongue, we should also commit to writing, without fear 
and without trembling. For you are with God, and also with 
my humble person, and with all the cenobites of Syria, yom- 
brethren. Moreover, the faithful and just Emperor Zeno (') and 
the archbishop (^) of the capital return you thanks for the ana- 
phoras (^) which you have sent. And the same Christ-loving ; 
(Emperor) has openly declared that he gained the victory over 
his enemies {^) with (the help of) your prayers, and he is ready 
to give us ample reward || for the work which we have under- 159 
taken for the peace of the churches, and to drive away from 
them the enemies of the Cross. May those who were accusing 
us be put to shame and confusion, even with the heretics, — 
those liars ! They are abhorrent to us even more than the here- 
tics, those men who, corrupted by their passions, have become 
workmen in the building of the devil, and are considered disci- 
ples on account of their garb (only). 

Where are, false disciple, (the words), «« I am under obli- 
gation to fight for the truth until death » ? Where is the promise 
of thy profession ? Where are the vows thou madest to God ? 



(0 It is probable that Philoxeuus refers here to the Henoticon of 
Zeno, which was promulgated in 482. Cf. B. 0,, II, p. 36. 

(«) Zeno (474-491). 

p) Acacias, archbishop of Constantinople, (471-489). 

(*) t<B»Aj) . The meaning of this word here seems uncertain, Cf. Payne- 
Smith, Thesaurus SyriacuSy sub voce, p. 274. Assemani {B. 0., 11, 37) 
translates it by u Oblationes » . It may have been an address or letter sent 
by the Monks of Beth-Gaugal to Zeno to congratulate him over his victory. 

(*) Basiliscus, Leontius, lUus. 
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Thou hast destroyed the seal and hast profaned the sign put upon 
thee. Hearest thou not Christ saying : « Whosoeyer shall confess 
Me, I will also confess him, and whosoever shall deny Me, I 
will also deny him « (i) ; and again, « Whosoever shall seek to 
save his life, shall lose it ; and whosoever shall lose his life, 
shall preserve it « (^) ; and this again, « Whosoever wisheth to 
be My disciple, let him renounce himself, take up his cross, and 
follow Me » (^) ; and Paul who says, « Confess with thy mouth 
Our Lord Jesus Christ and believe with thy heart? « (^) Remember 
also, besides these holy words, the teaching of the Prophets, and 
the preaching of the Apostles, and the zeal of all the Doctors 
on behalf of the true faith, and, what is more glorious and a 
160 much greater wonder than all this, the Cross || and the humi- 
liation of the Living God Who, for the establishing of faith and 
the redemption of men, bore and suffered all the things that had 
been written of Him. And all the heralds of the word of God, 
if thou noticest well, were always persecuted because they fol- 
lowed in the same way as their Lord. 

Was there ever a teacher of divine science who did not seal 
his faith in the midst of afflictions, persecutions, contempt, in- 
sults, calumnies, injustices, cruel sufferings and bitter torments, 
and who did not by his patience put to shame those who perse- 
cuted him? But I, who announce the truth in the midst of 
sufferings like these, testify that the truth is with this man. 
Knowest thou not these things, disciple in name (only)? If 
not, thou shouldst know them, and shouldst not find fault with 
those who fight for God against godless doctrines. Come to the 
help of the Lord, although He has no need of thee, and do not 
stay the hand of the others who give their lives in fighting for 



(») St. Matthew, x, 32-33. 
(") St. Luke, xvii, 33. 
(») St. Mark, viii, 34. 
(*) Romans, x, 9. 
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the Lord. Hear the sentence pronounced by God against him 
who causes his brother to stumble, and tremble. I contend for 
thy inheritance (Oi and thou contendest with me. I pronounce 
judgment against thy enemy for thy possessions which have been 
dilapidated, and thou becomest an adversary to me. I fight for 
the common faith, and thou settest thyself against me with the 
heretics. I toil and work || day and night that the truth which 161 
was delivered to the Church may not be changed, and I direct 
the weapons of argument against those who deny the Cross, and 
thou upbraidest me (saying), «» Hold thy tongue, let them do what 
they wish » . They want me to be silent lest I should expose 
their doctrines, and thou, with them, wantest me to remain silent. 
I hasten to root out division and to end the schism which they 
have caused in the faith, and thou declarest publicly that I am 
the cause of the division. They began a tumult, introduced a 
novelty (2), and disturbed the peace of all the churches, and thou 
considerest me as the author of the disturbance. I am zealous 
that the doctrine of the Trinity may remain as it is, without 
receiving any addition (3), without being increased by another 
(person), and thou accusest me falsely of preaching something new. 
Thou art looked upon as a disciple, but thou art an adversary. 
Thou puttest on the appearance of truth, but thou art entirely on 
the bide of false men. Since thou lovest to be with them and 
blasphemest like them, thou wilt soon be put to shame like them. 
Behold they are overthrown and they hide away, and they 
have no protector. The sword of justice is drawn against them 
and they cannot escape it. This I say to the disciples in name 



(*) The inheritance of faith. 

C*) Probably the definition of the Council of Chalcedon regarding the 
two natures in Christ. 

(■) Because the Nestorians admitted two persons in Christ, Philoxenus 
accused them of adding a fourth person to the Trinity. He made the same 
accusation against Catholics for admitting two natures in Christ after the 
union. 
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162 only, because, when they are confounded, the glory || of your for- 
titude will be all the more manifest. 

All the holy (brethren) who are here salute you. I also 
adjure you before God, the Lord of all, to remember me in (your) 
prayers at the time of your services, for I believe that by your 
prayers I have been preserved until now. Farewell in Our Lord 
Jesus Christ Who crowns your labors. 



C. 

1^3 II The letter of Mar Aks^naya to Emperor Zeno 

on the embodiment 
and incarnation of God the Word. 

Christ-loving Zeno, Emperor, concerning the embodi- 
ment (methgas§®manuthE) and the humanifying (methbarn^sE- 
ntitha) (0 of God the Word, Who is consubstantial with God 
the Father, and was begotten by Him before ages and worlds, 
Who is always God and near (2) (Jod, Who is God the Word, 
because He was begotten by Him without passion {^) and with Him 
is not subject to time, we have learned, we believe, and we have 
received from tradition as follows : that He (God the Word) emptied 
Himself (^) and came into the womb of the Virgin, without leaving 
the Father, without separating Himself from Him with Whom, 
near Whom, and like unto Whom He always is. For we believe 
that, in so far as He is God, He is everywhere, that is, like the 
Father and like the Holy Ghost. 



(*) As Incarnation does not render exactly the two Syriac words here, 
I have translated methgass^mSnatha by a embodiment », and methbarn«- 
sanQtha by « humanifying ». These seem to be the English equivalents. 

(') i>al, apud. 

{*) This word is taken here in its widest sense, as meaning a change 
or modification of any kind. 
(*) Philippians, ii, 7. 
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He wished to give life to men by His abasement, His embo- 
diment, His passion, His death, and His resurrection. And He 
came to the Virgin without ceasing to be everywhere, and He 
was embodied in her and of her, and became man without change. 
II For He did not bring to Himself a body from heaven as the 164 
foolish Yalentinus and Bardesanes assert; nor was His embodi- 
ment from nothing, because He did not wish to redeem a crea- 
ture that did not exist, but He wished to renew that which, 
created by Him, had become old (^). 

We do not hold that (the Word) became man with a change 
in His nature, because God is not capable of change, change 
being a modification of things created ; but, as He exists without 
having begun, so also He was not changed by becoming (man). 
For He became man by taking a body, and not by assuming a 
man whom He caused to adhere to His person; otherwise, we 
would be introducing an addition into the Trinity, and would be 
found to admit a son of grace, outside the Son of nature. There- 
fore, whilst adoring this God the Word, Who is the Only Be- 
gotten Son of the Father, I believe that He was really embodied, 
and was born of the Holy Virgin, for He, Whom she brought 
forth, has become (man) and has been embodied in her and of 
her. She did not bring Him forth spiritually, since (the Word) 
has His spiritual generation from the Father, and He did not 
become (man) as He was begotten by the Father, according to 
the order of the (divine) nature and of the essential genera- 
tion. But the Virgin brought Him forth corporally in order 
that, through this corporal generation, we might be made worthy 
of the spiritual (generation). The Word, therefore, became so- 
mething that He was not and remained something that we were 
not (but became), that is, sons of God, yet || remaining what we 165 
were by nature. For we became sons of God, although our nature 



(») Cf. p. 97. 
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was Dot changed, aod He became man by His mercy, although 
His essence was not changed. 

I confess, therefore, one (only) person of the Word, and 
I believe that this same (person) is also man, that is, God Who 
became man; not that He dwelt in a man, not that He built 
to Himself a temple in which He dwelt. It is we who are His 
temples, and He dwells in us by His Spirit. He did not create 
a man in the Virgin before He dwelt in her, a man whom He 
afterwards assumed as another person; for, by His embodiment 
from the Virgin, He did not unite Himself to the person of a 
man, but to our nature. I do not acknowledge in the Virgin 

, a man adhering to God, nor a person joined to another; but 
I see, with the eye of faith, a Spiritual Being, Who, without 
change, became corporal, and Mary brought forth, not a double 
(Son), as Nestorius said, but the Only-Begotten embodied. Who is 
not indeed half God and half man, but wholly God because 
He is from the Father, and wholly man because He became 
(man) of the Virgin. 

I confess that there was a union of the natures, that is, 
(a union of) the divinity and the humanity, and I divide neither 
the natures nor the persons, nor the parts of this and that, 

166 II which have been united in an ineffable manner. I do not. see 
two things where they became one, nor do I admit one where two 
are known to be. It is not true that a man was made, was con- 
sidered independent (0, and then assumed by God; if we say 
this, we do not confess that corporeity belongs to God. If on 
the contrary we believe that the body belongs to Him, because 
He was made man, then corporeity is the property of the person 
of God, and not of another human person. For the body of each 
one of us does not belong to God, although we are the sons of 
the Father and the brothers of Christ; and likewise (the body) 



0) Sui juris, complete; literally « to his own count ». 
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of that man, whether you consider it from the point of view of 
the person, or of the nature only, cannot be regarded as belonging 
to God; therefore, it is not true that a body was created, was 
acknowledged as belonging to another (person), and was then 
taken bv God and made His. 

With John I cry out that the Word became flesh and 
dwelt among us (^i not by changing, God forbid! for « to 
change » ia a modification, but « to become » belongs to the Eco- 
nomy (of the Word). For I learn from John and Paul that 
(the Word) has become; but that He was changed, none of 
those who saw and served the Word (ever) said. Besides, God 
the Word Himself teaches by His prophet, « I am the Lord, 
and 1 change not » (*). Where you would suppose that, by becom- 
ing embodied, He was changed. He testifies all the more to 
the truth of His own i| immutability, and as if (already) embodied 167 
from the Virgin, He cries out to those who think that perhaps 
He was changed by becoming (man), « I am the Lord, and 
I change not ». Of the one Son, therefore, are the two genera- 
tions, the one from the Father and the other from the Virgin; 
of the one Son, and not of two natures, otherwise He would not 
be one. For if we admit (in Him) nature and nature, we must 
oeeessarily admit person and person, and consequently we must 
acknowledge two Sons and two Gods. 

The person of the Son, therefore, became embodied by the 
will of the Father and of the Holy Ghost, and His embodi- 
ment does not exclude that He may be believed consubstantial 
with them, for He was begotten Son (by the Father) and 
He was born Son of (the Virgin). The Father had no corporal 
generation, because He is always Father; nor had the Holy 
Ghost, because He did not come from the Father as Son in 
order to become the Son of the Virgin. But that One was born. 



(») St. John, i, 14. 
(*) Malachias, III, 6. 
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Who was begotten, that is, the Sou. And we believe that 
the Same is Son by two generations, and that He, to Whom 
belong the name and fact of Son from the Father, became truly 
the Son of the Virgin ; for to Him indeed belong these two 
things (t to become and to be born » , and because He was Son, 

168 He was bom Son, that is, in becoming || man without changing. 
And since we hear from the Books that one person was embodied, 
that the same (person) was born, and is the Only Begotten 
of the Father and the Firstborn of the Virgin, we must believe 
that He is known (as such) even in all the humiliations and de- 
fects to which humanity is liable. 

We confess, therefore, that the Virgin is SeoToxog (yaldath 
'alaha), and we believe that the embodied Word, after being 
bom of her corporally, was wrapped in swaddling clothes, sucked 
milk, received circumcision, was held on (His Mothers) knees, 
grew in stature and was subject to His parents, all this just 
as He was born. He did not need to be fed Who feeds (others), 
since He is known (to be) God, but He became subject, to all this 
because He was made man, although perfect and complete in His 
nature and in His person. It is then only in so far as He 
became (man) that He grew. To Him belongs greatness by His 
nature; and humiliation, because He emptied Himself. The 
things of the Father are His, because He has the same essence; 
and ours are His, because He became like linto us. To Him 
honor, because He is the Lord of glory; to Him humiliation, 
because He revealed Himself in the flesh. His the fact that 
He was hungry, and His the fact that He multiplied bread. 
He was hungry, and (thereby) showed that He became like 
unto us ; He fed the hungry, and (thereby) showed that the 

169 power remains to Him. For His nature was not jl changed when He 
became (man), nor was the strength of His power diminished. 

He was baptized by John in the Jordan (*), and the Father 



0) St. Luke, hi, 21-22. 
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testified that He is His Beloved Son. I recognize the Trinity 
in the Jordan: the Father Who speaks; the Son Who is baptized; 
and the Holy Ghost Who shows. The Son was baptized as man, 
and not in appearance, because the appearance of the dove be- 
longs to the Holy Ghost, and the appearance of the humanity (') 
belongs to the Father; but, with the Son, it is the reality of 
corporeity. The One Whom I have seen in baptism, I have 
acknowledged in the womb (of the Virgin), and the One Whom 
1 have found in the womb^ I contemplate stretched on the Cross. 
One of the Trinity was in the womb; one of the Trinity in 
baptism ; one of the Trinity on the Cross. 

We believe in one Son, in one Father, and in one Spirit. 
For there is no other Son than the one Who is adored in the 
Trinity, Who accomplished the Economy for us, and was cru- 
cified l)etween thieves. For He, at Whose baptism the Father 
testified, « This is My Beloved Son » (^), is the Same Who cried 
out on the Cross, « Father, into Thy hands I commend My 
Spirit » (3). Since He calls God <* His Father » , it is certain that 
He is His Son. For He Who, as man, was stretched on the Cross, 
is the Same Who (at that very time) was iniling, as God, all 
creatures by His nod, because the source of His natural life 
WS8 not broken by death. || For if we believe that, conceived as 170 
man, He is God, we must necessarily admit that, enclosed as 
dead in School, He is Life from Life, lest, because He became 
(man), His essence be considered as having changed, and lest 
we believe that by death the life of His nature was destroyed. 

The Cross is the herald of the death and of the immorta- 
lity of G^d ; for, until then, we believed by hearing (^) that God 



(*) The voice that was heard. 

(•) St. Matthew, hi, 17. 

(*) St. Luke, xxiii, 46. 

(*) Ex auditu. Cf. Romans, x, 17. 
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is immortal; but, on the Cross, experience has shown (that) 
both (were true), for, whilst tasting death. He remained living. 
Death could not attack and destroy His life ; but, by His death, 
the power of death was destroyed, so that this death (of the Son), 
after His becoming (man), is a miracle. For He Who suffered 
death for us was not mortal as one of us, otherwise the power 
of death over mortals would not have been destroyed. From all 
men we know that what is mortal shall die ; but, that the Immortal 
be considered as having died corporally, was something new which 
took place once on the Cross. 

Thus the immortality of God does not prevent us from belie- 
ving in His death, nor does His death oblige us to deny His im- 
mortality. God was tried by death, and thereby He destroyed 
the power of death over all the children of men. As spirits 
171 cannot die, He did not die spiritually; || besides. His nature is 
immortal. But, since the body is subject to the power of death, 
He was tried by death corporally. For there was not (in Christ) 
a body adhering to God, nor was there (in Him) a man as His 
temple, who was dissolved, and was raised up by the Word Who 
dwelt in him, as heretics imagine. But He Who was dissolved 
as man, the Same, as God, i*aised up (His own body). The 
Father also raised Him, according to the words of Paul, « God, 
His Father, Who hath raised Him from the dead »(*). The Holy 
Ghost also raised Him, for (Paul says again) : « He (Christ) was 
known to be the Son of God by power, and by the Holy Ghost 
according to the resurrection from the dead » (2). He also raised 
Himself, as He said: « I have power over My soul to lay it 
down, and I have power to take it up again » (3). For the di- 
vinity did not leave the body (of Christ), when He cried out on 



(^) Galatians, i, 1. 
(^) Romans, i, 4, 
(3) St. John, x, 18. 
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the Cross, « Father, into Thy hands I commend My Spirit »(0. 
And it is not a man that said to the Father, « My God, My 
God, why hast Thou forsaken Me? »(*); but He called Him 
ft His Father » because He is consubstantial with Him, and 
« His God », because He became man. For He Who was sus- 
pended on the Cross, by commending His Spirit into the hands 
of His Father, gave to the souls of men a relationship with 
the Father, and the Same, with His body, descended into Scheol, 
and prepare the resurrection of the bodies that were there. 

We do not therefore subject the nature of the Word to 
passion ; nor do we believe that a man distinct from Him died. 
But we believe that He Who, as God, is above || death, expe- i72 
rienced it as man. (We believe) that He is the Only Begotten 
Son, one of the Trinity, as is clear from His own words to His 
disciples : « Go ye forth, teach all nations, and baptize them in 
the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost ^{^). 

I was baptized, therefore, in the name of Him Who died, 
and I confess that He, in Whose name I was baptized, died for 
me, and I believe that I have put on in baptism Him in Whose 
name and in Whose death I was baptized, according to the words 
of Paul(*). For I have put on spiritually in the waters (of 
baptism) the Spiritual Being Who became corporal, and I con- 
fess that the Living One Who, experienced death in the flesh, 
is He Who raises (the dead) and gives life; thus not taking 
anything from the Trinity, as the foolish Sabellius and Pho- 
tinus have thought (to do), nor dividing its persons, like Arius 
and Macedonius, nor adding another person to the Trinity, as 
Theodore and Nestorius have imagined, nor saying that one of 
its persons suffered a change, like ApoUinaris and Eutyches. 



(') St. Lure, xxiii, 46. 
(«) St. Mark, xv, 34. 
(^) St. Matthew, xxviii, 19. 
(*) Of. Galatians. in, 27. 
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Therefore, I say anathema to the impious Nestorius and to 

his doctrine, which, in the one Christ, admits a distinction of 

natures and of persons, attributing the miracles to God and the 

173 suflFerings to the man, denying openly the Economy || of the Word 

Who was made man- 

I also say anathema to Entyches the heretic, and to his 
followers, because he denies that there was a real embodiment 
of God from the Virgin, and regards as hallucinations the mys- 
teries of His corporeity. 

In saying anathema to these doctrines, I agree with the 
Holy Books, and adhere to the tradition of the Fathers from 
whom I have receiyed the true and apostolic faith, that faith 
by which I have been made worthy, with all the baptized, of 
life, of freedom, and of adoption. 

I have written these few lines, pious Emperor, and have 
sent them to Your Christianity, because you have ordered it, to 
confound the heretics who question my faith in Christ, and also 
to edify those who think as I do, and who, made bold by di- 
vine love, try to defend me. 



PART THIRD 



TEXT 



A.^ 









Tt^*iiiiiu 



oJ^l K^iv^loi\ t^tt> .K^<&v^ii\ r^i&l^noiui reLis^ 



Vat. Syr. 138 
fol. 120 r. 



' The present text which is that of ms. 138 is called A. In 
the notes B = ms. 135 and C = ms. 136. When a variant reading 
extends to more than one word, its beginning has been marked with 
the sign *. * The words between brackets are no longer legible. 
There is space only for 2 or 3 words ; the title as given by Assemani 
BlbL AposU Vatic. Catal. p. 104 UiAod) ^i^} o»I^? ^L'L? )l*i^) ^^oL 
has been taken probably from ms. 136 and is by no means 
original. ^ The title in B is: ^;a^ iILmmuum^ ^oa^^m^ o»\>»» ^^^^ 

]Ldj»^oif )b;jw ^^^ •Y»m*^ Ld^t :)Lla&9). The title in C is: 
Ux^J •-^f o^-? ^Ifl? 11*^) ool. ^ B \lLl .)f^?. 
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j^\\ .r^hsarsiiMcon reSauLo:^ K!i&f^ f^isAcu a:ui^:i 
iu-ftjc •:• * K^<KaL:ia f<<&\*i«.i .jjOT^o i^^i ^vmi ^A*r<^ 

jjj.*U A..& A^.^.1 .iin\ K'noA f^co€U.i KCia^r^n .\.a 
A^.l KLsal^a Jl^^xK" KhcD A2^ K'lix. AK" r^Li-^co 
,f^ll T \ caaca«:i ocb ^ i^ix. ocp ijsnKti vyf< * icon 



Oli&K" ^.OiklK" .i^^T, ^.CL&Al.ift!la.l >9UnO ^.K'i.aoals 
rdAa.li2^9 >.*ia •^K' K^f^ .f^iisl »cDfluiH^i f^!saM'l\ 



• > 



cooikr^lsn ^:iao KlMsa.i iaK^ >:ia ^ coa f<ioK^ f^r^ 



^ r^LaK'^.^ia caa iCL&j^K' r^K" Af^ ^- •fa iClSkAJ.i pso 



' C yOiH:^. "^ B and C add: ^glo^^u^ )lj) )euiL y) J^^ Ilw^oi 

^ Ifi^kJ^ Wk^O yi^AD yi,afta UlflOd) • yOAl^GLdf )>i>Y^\l JUOI-^J 

^ B M a) o^ )?o). 7 B adds : UL^ t>^. ^ B Uo-i^f «^). 
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f<A ^.rt'iiv^i r^ftuiji K'^iisa^!^^ .nftilO ,f<u,iT *ti.i oisacuiisi || Fol. 120 v. 



10 



• rc^^CUjJCD Khcoa iK\JiKh f<!L»r^ Aao r^!ab:io f^;:imfi90 



.f<%a4B9K^ ^'iuSLa.i KUAk^ r<lx.Cia4* r^ .r^ixr^ r^\Ssr^ 
•i^ksboi^^ f^iiiAT^ r^A . rdaa.i\^i ^.1 r^iui^o^ r^ 



' B ^ tAii. ^ B C )><--J^. ^ B U^^o-ii,? 
^ B;J^, C «Aaj? \Sy ^ B Joopck^. ^ B o»f^?. 7 BC |>otoo!P. 
" B C p.>?. ^ B ^^K-^. ^° B )U)uJo» , C llcwoi. " B U^AD Jo. 
B ^f; in C no longer legible. '^ B )b«A. *^ B ll?o. 



8 

12 
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ciiacu» ^ tt^coi\iLA4 .^i^vi:! majut^ .^u^^i OK^ Ajkl.i 

COS oae^^i^o K^^isA »coo^^\yi ^ ^..oicki:! .kUiuajbjsjq.i 

r^O .KCi^^cLi. f^O .KUi* f^O r^ixOM r^.l ^i^X.*^*^ 
r^O ^SAaoi r^O • Kbsaeu. KL^O r^teOl rdAo • r^^VjiM 



rc^.i ^ ^.tdoi^ K^w. ift^^ r^iix. ^ ia\ .r^-iaua fAsoatSQ 

^OGOl.i *'r<l^'SQ rdl ^^^OD.i vyKb"^ .^:»x. KSiz.1 coxso 



' B vGLJo». ^ B omits. ^ B » ^ jiv ft >>,«ii*^ <iV». "^ B fouMU 



o 



C >cu-.-»o **o»ciJi) |>,J5. 5 B adds "^k— ^ Jlo. ^ B i-^^ jLa. 
7 B C add o^. ^ C |>fo ^a^. ^ B llo^lf glAji, y)o. ''' B y^jp. 
" B ^«? oo» ylo. " B C ^jl*. '^ B C aJ. '^ B ^,un>v> ^^. 
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K't&xisQ «Aoai KHxhx. ^coa \^co ^^Gofioi^ ^^cocalr^n 



cbK^.aO crumJ ^M^MAXsn^ rtl&Af^ ^Aa \ ^Ocixmj A.X..1 * 



• T^Lir^ f^:!^ tidsa.i oizu iuK^iftcai .rds^&i:^ ^^rt'osiQ 






17 






' B C omits, C adds :yOo»LLo^ yOoik*.^a2Mi.Lo. ^ B yo< 
(C ^V inst. of ^Vf). 5 c ^CLO. ^ B ^ooiLclo) ^d ys:^ ^^^. 

7 B ^?QLJ?. « B C ykO»o?. 9 C ^d^o. ''^ B )^). " B Ua^i ^ a]. 
»" B )VA*b,A:>. '^ B ^.-A:>f?. '^ B Jfjci^-^o. *5 c lufH-ji,?. 
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Fol. 121 r. A^:| kViAk" rd^jLAXSQ .^CiZa || rd^f^ .K'liz. ^Ocp rdllM ci^ 

• rtljkMO f^cDCUO f^iv. K!iK^ f^liKh * i^n^n ccb .A^ 
tCoosK^ >i^. ^ttkjix. »cDO^K^ r^QolK^ K^iOba »\,aTs r^co 

• r^i^O^Kb K'4&\o^K' ^K^r^O .r^llA&O r^UjA oia &vAi 

rtl9r<:i ca^MSn^* .t^A&fk:i KlaK^ ^'^^'Sioi f<iASk.i K^u» .f^oaXr^ 



^ B omits. ^ C \ i ::.\ .^ v>o. ^ B 04:^9 e) i-^^-^ oii^ ^ 
C oo» diao oj ^?aL:0?. ^ B )f^. ^ C |>o^^ ^. ^ B C Jid). 

" B C t- ^ t-o. " C U^p '' B jUSU.h- '^ B C ^. 
^>' B )uk^l U)? OM^j , C )uM? OM^iO U>U opa:^.. »^ ^ ^ -- 



C "^^oo. 
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• • • 






f^!kli9 Kbqso .^1^ |JfiQi\K^ r^O ^JUfk ^ >s\i\r^ 

K!l*U»Aoo r^o .rdii^ K!u»oiO .Kt^^TSa O^ r^lzaia 
CDO^K^.1 ocbo* .ics^ixK^ r<!isaB\^oo r^o • tU>^r<^ 



9 







' B omits. « B C Uj^a. ^ B C U:^q^. ^ C U-»J «?. 
5 B C Ij*-.U. ^ C H ti). 7 B Al^Vui,). » C ^o^. ^ B )ufc^J oo». 
'"^ B ^ aJ. 
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•Kbco r^tsiia ciilSQO aia i^iza t^iAk^ ^.r^^Okao oqp 

• K^GoAf^ r^kAoAu.9 qqI i\oci3 rdjg \ >ft> ^^\^ ^ 

• KLxiia ca,l.^q Kbco.i A2^ . K^i i-at-A rdaaK" reAre" 
ift^ a\ . f^oAr^ .ii*^K^ rCsilr^ V> r^iA»r^a ao^ r^O 



•aAjsn.1 vyr^ . KVoIk^ co-a i ^ ^.i .iJui\K^ KljLJr^ ia 

Fol. 121 V. ocb . f<^^0&ia II ^ .ii*^K^ oqs . r^l&U»0.«. f<l.l ^ax^oi 
• f<JciK^ ia caxsn ja^J oqs .^U^ Cop r^cair^ oA A^i ^^^ 
. ^r^i^^ i\.llft oqI •«!& oA .^rtlLuoi ^\rtn,i coAo 
oop • rtlaK^ ^-SQl oa.TAcL.'^a.a t<1»icul coA iv^.i ocbo 



4 C II. 5 ^o^uXo-a) , C aa-;.J.^cua|. ^ B )oo»t-d , C omits. 
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:i.«»0 r^oco ^J^ .V4»o'^ • f<A ^^h-mo KtacD ^iV"^ 
f^isji<\o • r<L\ ^ua K^oco '^ i\reiso.i :u»o .4<A 'Sa»o 



^.jaO K^in.va * T.M 1 .V4»0 . r^^ciJ^^^a ^^ f^i..jjK^O 



* B AL*. * B ^o which is preferable. ' C o>o»?i). * B Uji^o. 
^ B yu^JA. ^ B lUf..^. 7 B ^o. ^ C )o^). ^ B ^ , > t 9iY>e. 
'° B jiA^?. " B C IliwJI. " B IXm^o. '^ C lU^i^^e. '^B omits. 
^5 B C l^wjo. '^ B Af.. '7 B omits , C ^. .^^B ^w)o. ^^ b ^. 
"° B C Ifcp. '^ C [j^]o. " B Ub«A:>. '^ B ^^o. 
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A2^ aX?l r^ll&jir^ • re'^ailrt'i r^^OSQ tdOfC^eo ^ r^'oAr^ 
re"!^ ^V» ^ * f<ViAr<i f<l\a20 iMrfAeo ^ r€axir^ ^ 



19 i^9C0.1 KbAr^ r<l\r^ >'j\\^K^ f<i^ oXo \f<lBiAi^ 

* 9L^f< >T^yt3 KbArt" :u» r<l\r< * .iL»i\f< ^ rdltJ^ >x. 
oqp Sj* • ^1^ f^i I Vgja rdAo ^H^ K^.l\n **l *i KlA 

i<A.l Klslia ^^ en ,ili m f<^oco.l ocb retonLAr^ :i-m r<!Ar< 



• ^H^ oAo KbcD r<l\^ .T-j* i^iiVgja .^rc ^^Klx-^co 

.^OflD^ix. tvksn Ad. J&Im .ai^^r^ ^^ rebAKb .r^aAr^:^ 
•Ocp KtaAf< rtSao .oco K^ KUiuUffio .r^ls^'iia r^!a^a 



' B l^aia ^o U-i^ (C )lj^)o inst. of ^o). ' B ^o. 
5 B )lai^^^. 4 B C omit. ^ c UjJ ^. M would suggest 
UoQUs>i];^. "' B C \ji^]. 8 C c^jl? (sic). 9 B C Jj*-.). ^« B omits. 

"bUoo.0. "bc)<h^J. 'Mo^ho? 
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^ «^ •ocp K11a& ia re^Adsoo • Ocp r<&Asa KteAKb 

Kl.'UAiLft ocp ^r^iA» o\o ^ AuM 1^3 KbAr^ rdlittO 
re^AdsQ ^ r^iaiO . KIsoLl.?! ailaiO& ^ .^«9 .aoQ^^xr^a 
AuMO JU»9 ^ reSa oco ^ rtliv» ^ o\o • •scOftixK' KlA.i 
pdBolf^ .aLAfi^ Kli^cDn .Aa^2^ • rt!s«» KlA.l »flUD.l ^ KlAV»o 
rOcoo* • fCOOJ^JiM .aonu f<L».TMJui coial.i .rd^w.A„\ \ 



^\rdsi f<bcp f^ifiaa re'idsn.i || tCDcOiii^ ^^ iASnre":! ocp ocb* Fol. 122 r. 
nAiOSns KciAr^ t^^ ^^lixrt'n Q9a\a& oo^ iMf< .^ 
•IkLu f^r^ • ca«9 f^ coia A^i» ^i^:! *xspf^ .soixo .coiaa 
CD^iOdaa ^%, i^i^iK^.i 1^19 K^icDO .oaSAix.!^ ^^ ^OA 
^* K'oAr^ f^r^ .ocp ^ rdliA» oX .^i^kVif k!z4jA oaSoLiLi^O 
K^ t>iT *gn tt.i^ • f<laf< KbaAf< ^ ^^ 3i*^r^?l ocb i^ia 

nte • K13U4JUI ^..Kt^ f<V3 ^f<t l iiif^in 



3i«^r<.l ocp r^Qolr^ iusao .ii*^r^.i r^Lxj.*|a ^'^ Kla^ 
^ii^ru ift^^ r^ • a2is» ia\ ^' ocp ^ f^Liv» oXo . iusao 



' B C y)o. " B )<H^J |ji-.)o kw^? Uj^] oof |l 



MhaAi 



LUe 11} , (C writes |j^) and IdwJo). ' B C |j^). * B %^. 
s B C )j*-Jo. * C oi».. 7 B C JL^*-.). « B Uji». » C aomM- 
'° B uM)f o« <i^o«. " B ,^. " B omits. '^ B ,..J:i^t. 
'^ B C jok.ft» i^). 
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•ftCOoLk. KlftAkCD&\:M .rttelr^ ^osoi.i t^Lft^sn 





:i.^3 f^l % »rdc^ • en 1 i gk *i 



• ^*fijL4j rdxiia rdD^co.*! i^^ cop rebuff .001^^3 rdJoi 
^c»u?i r^^sn f^iiSLsr^n .vA 



.*!& ^r< •K'caXr^ .iL^.l rd»ii&SJdO r<!i^«i<'3 f<l23l\^ 



' B )o^) d^? Uui» Do (C Q^f inst. of Jl?). * B IkO^ofc^ ^ joC^J. 
^ B omits. ^ B adds a^. ^ B U^o , C )l*^o. ^ C ^&:ik«*. 7 b l^ia. 

'' C omits, B adds ko). " B omits. 
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*al ^.1 r^iCD .rdcicb crissii ,^\m ^ r<ticbo ^ >caoiuK' 
oc3p rtlaLCUtAt o^ ^ ^n «^^ .cniiii rdcico f<jLCUu» i^V. 



f^BoHr^ t^ji^CLm^ r^Lau:in l^i^eo cam * . ^i\s, >mi^K^ 



' B C Uj^. ^ C "^cij>?. 5 B omits. ^ B adds )oo». ^ c )oo». 
^ B C )ljK 7 B UiwGu.. ^ B t*^. 9 B omits which is due pro- 
bably to the homoeoteleuton • ooi )o^^j? ^^.^.^; C inserts |oo» 
after «*o»obN^) and writes "^q^.jm^. '^ B A««jd , in C no longer 
legible. 
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FoL 122 T. kIA " .^UUf^ ^inifk\ ^ *' JLjk || !f ■ iM^ '* .^ ^kl. * 




^v-at .^uL^jB ^''^ufO ^^au.3 ocb : cd 

rtljkaiO .r^LikM^ r^AJbo »cDO^f<!i Ocb .^riJi^s ^a^Vp < 

t< i> i T ^W3 ^%CDO\Hr^ uLru KSyiAx* rtHooi tca«iuL:aax. .^ 
k1am?I vv^o\ r€Jiao .r^vu A^ vA 'Si&sn 



rtlA:i ocbo : A i i ^Aif^ i^lar^ ^o\ oocd «,j[ca«iuf^ 
f^co >v ^A\ ¥ *«i rtLAn ocbo .tUt^r^ i^bco r^iji»Aen 



^ C )LobM. ^ B ^w , C ^ ^W. 7 B ^1^^. ^ C ^4^) , B omits. 
^ B ^1^). '"^ B ^b^. " C "^GLO. '» B ^inftv , C ^i.ftftv. 
>3 B C \^i,fl^iv>. '^ B ^i,i^.o»ao. '^ C ^^) ^l^ao. '^ B C ;ao). 
'7 B **<H^jL.o. '« B omits. '^ c **oi6iJi. «** C f<HiA:o , B omits 
from ^ 1. 14 to o»\^l) 1. 16. 
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A^ r^^dao ^ %a\ K!ziia ^ reViWi ^isQKh t<\ix.i 



iauuBttdo coiAdki ^caV^ r^Llco ocoo . r<^,v%T.i ^^ icCi^fiis 
rtll^cia CtA .calA.^ .^-a^.l w»K^ ^^ r^aeo •x.rdia K^ocn 



^.1 vv»f 



' B omits. ' B )ji«^^^ C IkO^lb^. ^ B k^J:^ gli:a.^, C k^.^:^ oiviNo 
^ C |l^ft>a>>. ^ B C o»fl9. ^ B >fl>CL>fa^miN , C un«^Gi^usa2^. 
7 B ■;t^\e. »BC^^)?. 9B^2u>. *°C)o>:^J. "Bjo^JIk^sD 
C )K:s:o Ur^]' '^ B C ^1,1^. ooD. '^ B l^ojr '^ C adds .^^^Ib^Jo. 
'5 B C ^i^tMi.<»--^. '^ B cLo:^)?. '7 c yOo^^GiD. '^ B JLi.i;ii.? Ua^. 
'9 B C )b). " B C ii)?. **' B ^a.fci^.«ui , C un*;^4»u. «« C omits. 
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ocp .^f^i . fallen n^ I ^ Nai KLusniudQ KL&JLjj >bj^o 
ycb AnnoXo .r^<^.Tu r^oAr^ jji^z^r^o K'ria ^..O0DiiaM.ia 

•f^oAr^ rcbcoo iA*^rdo Ji^^r^ ^ r<!sir^ ia"^ Jua^co cA 
Kbcpo ^.jii^ua^f^o vOiM^r^c >Au»^^f^ r^oAi^ KlAi^ 

Kbco .*!& ^^ J^rc^ •K^oAk' ^^ rcbcn yCOO^K' rtll ^.«Uk 

^ .ACQ r<Hji» .f^LuoiQ rtLar^ ^a^. «nTMg\5Wo • »cooiur^ 

r^OlO r<'iao f<Lar^ >.za ..^^ 0.t^a^r<'c • rCL'Ssoidajk 
^^ .TjjO '.rdliA» reLar<' co:^^ ^A.l reLar<' .*u» . Klz.:iCUi.l 

^^f<!iijja ^^ .Tjj >^ .Tjj^ ^A \ <<l2i*» f<4*oi ca^n^ &u\.i 



' C U^l ^. ^ B C ]j;^]. 5 B omits. ^ B C Uj^. ^ C )fcs>koko. 
^ C adds ^aj«l)o. 7 B U^) ^. 8 B ^^4^ , C ^o-^o. 
9 B ^ ja)?. *° B omits , C )oo. )o«. '' B ja)o. " C M ^. 
^ B Do. '^ C adds ^-j>o.. '^ B oxid (sic). '^ B ^. '7 jj ^dds 
U*H». '^ B f^ (sic). ^9 c B )lj4-)o. 
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caiso ia\o ^.^ ^.ICOQ ^ oia.i •red\.*u^9C re'k-Z*.! 



rc^liz. fallen .9A%» ^ KtciArtA rAuMSsno .r^Lxux^ ^ cnuL&a» 
QOaS^SQ ^^.ao^ ^..^^ ^^rtb . ^aia^rc" coa ^ r<ll.iaM.l 
rt^M^Ai^ r^lsaadka K^c'ifko ^Wi V,i op ^oocdAui i^Jre* 



nlAxa:! «^i2nred\o .»cna&iA»i rtLz.o&v2kiiD rtLii\^ po 



•1*1 



^lUiiiT. .r^iaoi ^a1>^t. .JU* m^^ 



^L«* ^?c(to II. ^ B o»i.&::^Gu. ^ B )U ivi .o>^ ^ B ^ i > N ,^y. 

^ B IL-::^ , (C U- inst. of «h— .). ^ B omits. « C ]j] )?cl^?. 
9 B C Ja|. '« C omits. " B Ii;;^U«. ^* B hi^ l^oC^. '^ B 



— 144 — 

^jsn ^KLl-iLs il:^ .^r^ oV^ ^.f^Sisi KLA^ r^oH^o 

r^^a&^iV^ r<lcoi .rtllf^ rdl^sn ^.l f<jir^ * ,f^i\ n i»^o 
r^^CLa«^.l f^^iii .joai-^ j»ii..ftJO .rtLflUMJO ^^jinifl 



r<ifiU9Q f^lA.1 ^"sna .coaLac ca-Ma..&.a TaijA.'sn r^An 



' C adds. /LcLLdo^oi. ^ B J^jL*?. ^ B l^i««aDo»doo. ^ B omits. 
5 B f*A*?. ^ C omits. 7 B /i^^U« , C Iv^inn. « B C H lis. 
9 B Qdio. '° B adds yoo^. '' B yoofc^Ai?. 
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rv .: '♦oiyavTi •*• ^ 



• — 






• ^aMt^ ^i^\^\ f<Mk90JL cfA.i .A^ A^..i r^oAr^ r^^x^xsn:^ 



* B C omits. * What follows is wanting in A, and is found 
only in B and C. ' C adds wOio. ^ C ]j'^]i. ^ C omits. ^ C oi-:^U). 



10 
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B. 










Vat. Syr. 135 f^^^ KClsia itVuT *gB «k-l.irV KLloioa.! r^icoCUl 

fol. 19 T. 

^a^ r^(^.Tjj K^OQ.i f^'}\ rdioA oAo • ycooiavk .^oool^ ^ 
>iiiL&v2k :ua t^liK' •^K'l Aus^ . rdioti K^^^iajB^o r^tVJbn^ 



Fol. 20 r. a. r^(&\o.*u» A2^.i • ^jA^iiCUfiajjA .^:!Or^O >iCLY.ir^ || K^iiH^ 

>i.*|ja co.9.1 f^tiL^.i ^.TJsn .l^Q^^GU.iOD ^.1 vyK" i^ 




^..Q^r^ .cn^ol rt^ujicn rtLsioi.i f^^i*ii:^ ^^Qoo^aii^ 
^ ^f<!irtl!ka • ^^OA^^s^f^ K!aioi »oaar^ orV AjAcd 



-^ 147 - 



ia^ rcSMAsn %A^f< • ^.^a^HaL^.1 i<it\i ^isa»3.i K'J&OLikjj 



f^r^ II «,.a^\sa:kX oA ^is\ f^ScoaOZ. i^^^ cA .r^(&\CU&l FoI. 20 r. b, 
r<^*gni \OPrda oA f<ico AAg^o .reVoAr^ ^cA.i KLaau 

W«^ ^J>^^ ».10 • ».^cai& i<|am\^ iMMsn rtHSPSCU ^.o^r^ 
o^^f. rtAo • r^Ul^iK' r^lis..ia K'lis^ »aiuoiv&]L4j 




- 148 - 
r^ rt:M.jjL\:i rC^^nso r^iauto.! KLlAflUici rCUkuenX 



Ta^ rt'.looriA . tcocosl f<?iiii\y ^cna.i • rdi*u»f^ rtl&ix. 
cnxoi^:! OCD KLi&snxM • tcooiur^ rtU^cb^ f<i*r^o • obA 

i<ico A^.o • rtlisul oId o.-|i«iif< f^!^irtA3 A\y^w . » 



i<li cnzAi r^isuxoen r^ *. caa y^ir^o f<ijiiT*Tn\ ca^:ua 
ia^ f<aiAr^ ocooi^.l f^!&.id^ «v,'tak.3 >ioor^ •x.r^ 

fdlAcb *. oA .aoiaii ^i*ir^ ^a^S0.1 Or^ : K!&K!Sk3 cr^ 

rtL9i:i rrawuiO-ft %co KH«r<o • KUiuxjsq jL:^3 Kvlu^o^o 



' The ms. has ^ twice, at the end of the line and again at 
the beginning of the following line. 
■ So the ms. 



~ 149 - 

Fol. 20 V. b. 



r^l&&v& .l^:! ^^*r^ • r^oAr^ :pi:^^r^ iur^^^A» 



..1 vyi 

»CDO^Ar^ KlA^ ^:iM r^QCD ^air^ • r^boAr^ »cooiur^ 

»€Doiur^:i vyr^ lik&c • r^^ia v^9^ r^cAr^ pQ i^Ar^ 
ia^ cA • .iftii COS i^fV • ooAfifti r^i^^ cAc • r^ooAr^ 



K'iuAflLAZ.^ r^r^ . .aftiia r^i\^n coa Any. r^iu»CLSULii 

K'oAr^ 3Aa^S.l cA • r^\f<« ^IjjA cp^ni^WTXActta oai* 

ailA^ • oco fVoAK^.i .^:i.A^.i r<Ar^ . r^ii.*iaX r^^r^ 

• cii*iur^ >.isA ^.tsa KlA ^ cA • ^..i^r^ cL^.i ia^ 

«.ia • .&Su>ii&M 1^.1 ^SSa iur^iz. || >ci3C^r^.i r<!Ar^ Fol. 21 r. a. 

pQ^ ^ ooA r^ocD • rt^iAoAia 



- 150 - 
r^oco.i ^.1 i<.iGfi.a • fix. f<jnf^ ^ rtLi&fV • .^cDoiuf^^i 

vwr^ KLai< ^oXo : rtSiftrid r<l^o KUjtOi >ODoAuKii 






»CO«ftO 



Fol. 21 r. b. rt'rtlA' r<\o ^&2k r<!\.i ocbo • r^^ia vyr^II coSQaiAS 

^&2k 003 • retain^ vyr^ f<.^Ag *^-^A • v^.l KlAo 
vyr^ 3Xr<Ji.l Art* Jlo • v^.io >uo • .liuLKb A^Kto 
: ^i^^ c'^ vsia r<!\o mt*r^Li$ K1A3 ocbo • Kluid 
JtM Ocp • r<cvAr< w»«^ r^iiOdii coIa^ riajL^MLM r<Ao 



ff<LdJLjjOJL f<Ll3 ^vV\n.i ocbo • f^ziva vyr^ ^«f^i*ii. 
f^^^ r<SAii ^ >u oco • OC13 KbAK^ \\^ ocn .*u» 
ca^^o Ta^^ *^^^ •V^ • f^^ia rcbco.i »aia • ^aMCU 



— 151 — 

• r^ocn vassn coiania ^^ciAik r^.ajk&o 



rfcoAri^ vyr^ ^ciAfk r^iuHao rtUssoLk. ia.tsno r^&izi^ 






r<lA.i »ci9oiv^r<i acfiAo • rd»icuL caJi hsj\ • K^ooAK' 
,*iQBVi A \y *gO ^.1 .Xm • rcCar^ ^ .lA».l t%iisa KlicUL 
^JM »iL • r^i^usoi r^iauA r^ocM A2^ iusa • r^i^^ 
re'.TjjO^ r^.l ^.la^ • ^..^j^rc' .-|L^r^.i A2^ rOa^i^ 

• • • 



— 152 — 



FoL 21 T. 3. r^LloiOA Ar^ . OOD || KlJiA»f<l K!Stf O ia^ r^oaa »j^ 

rt'iiJLdA f^biAr^ ClA • r<^V\\ i^iiir^ r^^x^SLSn 



• K&ajJLx. cop .aoii iJaoK^ ^^r^ • it^ *iani» oois rua 

iuM3 KlA ^^K" • rtteAr<^ Av.aJS«.i Khosn KIA3 AAflkcb 
0D^ai&\sa3 ocp ft^A iA n liio • ^sa^ooso KboAr^n coia 

tcb • Auao i^otAk^ tcb »op • iuM3 r<!aMa rtlaiifi^ ^iMK" 
»oo r^i:kA:u • r<^Msn i^ood tcoo^r^ iux.ia:i iJaoi<i i*^ 
f^i.^ OOD f<ai..a»r^ KlA^ .\ \ *ni • rdoAf^ ood r^isx 

• tt^ miVt t^K^ r^is f^lJm »odo]l^o • f^ftAso KLiiA»f^D 



Fol. 21 r. a. r^\^nr, ^ \\ loA.i i^^^ocb •> mh\asnsa KbArtA t^^i^K^ 
•> Ocp r^ooAr^ r^oa\i<:i coia.! ^sa^oofia f<A • rcl&iosm 
•M^iio^iiAiA 3^» rtA . ^1^ fdjoSdA •JLi&2»3 ocbo 
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K^Ai \ *wo 1 u \ f^i&i-sni •am^.i 0030 •:• KLa.ioco^.io 

rcLziis.i f<jsneann t^r^i ocbo •> A^^aM ^1a^ r^ocn.i 

•> re'ia r^^u rebrAi<o JaAt^ Kl^A^O At m r^i^i\dk 
r<^(^aJ!90.i .n Oft lo jiij^re* KbrAre*.! r^.icos rtlA.i ocfs 



ai*.*U4JLft.l ^JtOftCOSQ r^.i OCT) •> r^coAi^i ocp f^Lsn^fA:^ 

..1 caliai€l& •9A%» jaca^hxr^ r^oAr^^i 



• ■?V\^f<'»l ocb ocp f^i^o^ivA^ ^ .Tu.l Tbn Kll.1 ocb 
KlAo . reftuiO^O^J^ ^1 re<^O.TuO r^^Oire::^ .iftil f<l\ 
rt'^KJ^CLAo K'^OJSn.i en., I >.i IV^ ^ jiidk^re* AaA.*!^ 

• rC'cfiArC Kija.i:to\ || »cna^li-&^.l ^caa.i Ocb •:• re&uM.ixi Fol.21ar. 3. 
^:i..AO r^co-lr^ Jj^d i^.ul ,i.,T,rq oqs .^r^ oA ^caasio 

KlA.1 re'.icos KlA.i i<a»rt're'.TiSal^ •:• r^lsl'.To »ci30AKfJl2« 
003 Kl&ij* . .^A&ijj iuSQ r^i^cuM Kilo Ju3 KLx.azAf 
•:^aaB*.i rficos KlA.i ^^ •:• ocp i<;ms^^ r^o • r<^co 
A\i i,\ rtSMiASSiQ.i ca4JL*l ^ r^Licoa . ^al^ ^.1 . 003 r<l»i^ 



* So the ms. 

10^ 
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iioo cfia&i&f<i ocb Guoco . re'Msn ^u»fiU »oruvi:i ocp.i 
»cnai^ >aX.1.1 ocb.i i^f<i po •:• .a^^re* rtlA r^iAMx. 
ccb kLaJl^.1 ooIam cuoob o\ : Kbas »cooiur^ rtbraXi^ 



Fol. 21av. a. ^jsn cop ^i,m, ,*ga i^cb || . .^g t » coboz. ^ia^o • x^kn 






•v*1 



^J^ •:• ^.UMacoS^ rtlA.1 ^AaK' pQ luso . rCl^Ol^Acaa 



r<3Cl-^o r<lAo . ^12^ .Tu vyr^ KH&a:^ K^z^iao 
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vy^r^ r^oetAr^i r<<^OJSa.i »cnoii.^r^ .Tu Cop •*!& Guacb.i 



KlaocoA rd!$»uxsn^ rtlsncua .TiAa.l i^f<l pQ •:• ,iftil rtlX 



r^Av,3L iV^ ■\^\ ^ ^o : OCQ rd^oco^ en, V A ^ol^ cvA&.i 

: rdioi&&\sn en \A ^o : oca f<!aoi& r^WzJt99.i co^&.i 

j^oju II •Skr^h A^^'sn : crAfik 003 rtLaoi&l rt^:iCOS redo Fol.21a v. ^. 



reborn .icijjJLa r^h^siM^xt^ r^(&«a&AAi.i r^Lil.l •» •:• ,nTi»Au 

• • • \_ • 

r^iii^VJi;. r<^a 1 'w t \^v.aw olo : reVinT^w.i cosaoini 



r^lA rewAr^.! i:^i<:i ^ •:• oA &u\ 



ia f^oco .*!& r<^^nQf>*ga rebco oco .t& ocq rtbriAf^ 

- •• • • • • 






— 156 — 

re'ril^a AinoV KLaia rtLzir^ r^oco.! »c!iia3 : Klst^:! 

• •• 

rebrAf^ pOLvorV f^i*ir^ reL^^^K^.l iiuaoOQ r^r^ • ^ksio 
jiAdLfi9 . rC^cfalK'o r^ll^iM >coo^r^ calxSLS o\o \ K^iui^ 

oo^ocaAr<i K!i\^iQX9 r^caif< %r^f^ cuoos : ia.iiiK' 

f^KLi:Q ^ Kbco AajjAoq.! ocbo : cop f^LiiurC' 
•:• caa ij!3a:k. «:^cuu »&.i'i.i ocb ^.^t!^ :oop f^Li\uf^ caaui 

r<!icb .^az^J^K'l r^\%\ .tuO r^LsnCLlfi .Tu tcoo^r^.l ocn 

.l,.ijL,a rdicbc ocb.i t^K'.i ^ •:> f<SnT\yi ocp i<irt!x. 

Kol. 22 r. 3. r<l\.l ^ jj -:• rtlo^^u^ ocp KlzAia JLfk.*ia^ rtUcb • ixSula2» 



— 157 — 
Qooi\g& »ci3C\\.x. »a^.i ocb euocD : i^liK' in^, retiK' 



K'.lCOS ^ijjK' VVO.1 ^O .^lAfik ^ K'i^ .AAU.1 T^mix^ 

r^'&iCU^^ ^ • rf <\\ hCVx. i<!A.i ^K^ikix. pas^^K^ ci3&i.*lL.i 

goJLj^ ^ r<lfk^ord.io || • cax&^ coLk ^ .fidCUicA^fiaA Fol. 22 v. a 







— 158 - 

^1 M \ T O . Kl&^OJL .11 >1 ^..OfA Af^^ t^^^^r ** ^^^" 

^^n^ir^BO ^isn f<ti\^ rt'iici^saisa K'iicuiiAii.i K'^.io&io 

^.lAjjK'.*! K'iis^ oA f<\r< >i&ca >a.i:3oi oA ^.^^u^.1 
r^ IT cufcg ^:ujjr^.l ^i.isa ocfi.i i^^ ^ r<V«::& ^oA ur^ 

^O^K" KbAr^.l i^^ >CD >:k. . f^\yln relA.lo pC^Olm.! 
rd*lCLJto.l r^Hasa!k. ....corA^.l r^!^iatAo >&ioi«^^ J&t^c 

A.^ K'^OAt Aajl «^a^<^cA^.i iuf^lA^ ft^M i T i^ttA 



— 159 — 

«^^i&-*uo ».^oiicf2rti .f^lAAX^.i »a3aaia.iV^n ^AciA ^caisn 

. ^^.Ocafio'i^a ».ViuT, || ^oo ..aicp ii^ ^ Clx.fV.r> f<l:^i Fol. 23 r a. 
cnl,ui\ f^\>iqb i^V^ coco ^.iin\ . rdj^\^M ^^ocolSiQ J^r^ 

l.VJ^.l . rel&K't.l K'.l.t ■^\A\ OK" iiJlr^ .Ha&.I C^K" 



• r^oArtlA AcJlAXirV.l r^lsajko ^..^K' r^^rV . vvil^^oii.i 



r^-n^.i ^.1 •sO^O . COS iaa^i< »i^ i^.l ^O : caa 
r^JLM KliCD ooz^ .*U3CU.i ^O . oxftiaca caz&2 f<^:i 

• tl^ia K'^r^Clo • coSujit AdcLZlo ciiz&la lO&^l r<.*uMl^ 



030 



Fol. 23 r. b. 



' Not in the ms. 
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k^oAk' K^^ddo.! K^toiii ^.^Qoii&o • •x.ftUiO K^aq3 iniflrrw 
KCAACLZ^aO K^&ujjcIIac r^ilL^AO rtU&ciHaO r^Iv^ort'ja 

^COa li&M K^ix..! KIIaK' ^^\» ^^ * ^ OOCO ^A^.l!,! 

vA jaht reiAr<'o . rcLM-x..! K^.i i *ga\A\ anf ^co Aw^.v 
^uw. •rVaArt' ,^\t».l ^A»f<lA Ao.v^ii rtlAo . ^K^ Jk..i^.l 

Fol. 23 V. a. • rtLftijsn ,Pk \ it.i f<la i n \ «^oaz^ 



f^LlMf^ Ocb A^. nrwArt' ^ jiifti^.i r^UU.! li^ 



^iio^i-* .^Im rtLiK' ^jVi . jk.oio »ci3CU>i<!A Ax&m.! 



re:i«.*l KCiK' iswK" . >i*gn^ Aur^ •Jjlio 

Auk" ^rdfioo : K'o^^ K'iiaisaACP >^f<r A^ f<lix.^AoQ 
fCLiK' A rig^o f^liK" r^'k^elA • f<\(\ i fv>icp ^uw. A*^n<\\ 



- 161 - 



1 



r<(kaifift&J5n.l fVif<\^ r€Llf^ r^^TLo : .^Lj^kaei 



0.121:^:1 f<Lo.VJB9 >&«ir<b Kll*i4J id&x.K'i r^LlK" .^gcbi 



cuiA.ia r^^iiiOM olx.Kb f^iT.g^p cuix. »^^co .rciui^j 






. r<daQjp\:i vyiur^b K'.vMXii i4£Lfi9 . f<jxr< 



^ I 



' Ms. adds ^a. 

11 



— 162 — 







■ So the ms. 



- 163 — 



c. 






ci3oica^fiiria03Q :ci3oicufia:£^a03 



»cao^K^n OOP : r^lfklsSo ^..oui r^mT^i ^omi ok^ K'&ObQ 

: T^!z4j f<A.i GoUdo .tA*.*i \\i^ : tcao^K^ K^^ddo r^oolrtb 

^%\a91 acb ^ JU»irV f<Xo . KlaK' AicA ^ lAx. KlA 
vvo:i Aj!k3 ftl^K' • »CDaiuT^ cniiaAKb coiicAo on *gnv„ 



TlVinX KSkU.! KLSc* • f<Lz..*ICla.l r^O'l %^r^O ftLriK^ 



• cadiojdsa era t mo • cpoin i,,*w T\doao cnaicuBo .1 



— 164 - 

— • ^ ^ •• • * 

A^. JL:Ll r^hM^soai^ re'.ica ^ i<!Al • cn*winin\ jia.iK* 
oca rV^Aso K^oalr^ AoAcn oA iV iiM ccb ^ izA 

cA.i >aia . i\.ii«i Oco • . >xs.\Air<^a f^co caisoo mai 
.oA ^r^ r^tart' ^ r^Aosn ft!jcn.i . co^A* ^r^llMOi 
A*^r^ re^i&cn , r€sr^ coAci^i fCLaa vyr^ f<bco r<Ao 
r^M^ vyi^.r^oAK^ coAoK^ r^sK^.l' .KftAo^ia ^ J&r^ 



. r^lUsOl OCfA ^Ajj KbAlxi f^Skli^ r^xiosn rOoci .-ua.l 



— 165 — 
Kbcao • ^ lifk •&ljji\x.K^ II r^ Klx*co ^Kb .kVoIk^ Fol. 17 v. b 






0030 ^iur^ ^iM Tft^ »coai^*co . coa rcSa^o co\ 
Oas ^Ia^.i^Ak' • XM«Aif^ Klziia.l i^SsqOIaX cA.l fciia 



r^.1.1 r^LlMOl . r<i^aiaa*cn.i k:!^:^. .*U9 f<3r^ K^vii r^r^ 



f<Ar^ .Klx-lia oQi^SkO r^oolrt' OQ\\yk o\ »ca0^r<^ 
•1^. .rdzlia oald^O •rtlart' ^sn fcooiurt^ A^ KbAr^ auA 
•ftLi.io:99 rt:usA K^i^o^ruj ^00030 .K^o^ia ^ f<beo.i 
r^li^&sn .aoii r^ .%& .K^iidzir^o K^AiooAr^ ^.1 <Ucb 
• r^iAtKb rdli4JT^3 K'AicLldal oK" .r^LSQcLlaX oK" Ktili^ 



' Ms. adds )oo» . 



— 166 — 
Fol. 18 r. a. rCjXr^ r^U» i<l\o . K'^iAso ^ A^ CXMltAii^;! || ^oA 




^.1 «^ • K^coAf^l K^i^Oli^k cnuAu^K'^ ^.lOSa r<A 



jaAi Oft I »cDO.in u \ 1 f<LiiA\sa.i KLIaA oi^ KLsnoxo 

f^L&ij*Guesi oA . ^ tVr^ rdoca K'iflss K^^ddo.! rtUf^ 
K^cco.*! . ne^^oiia^JSQ ^.i Klocb .aqp r^^aut r^^\ tiaT, .qom 

,^\*yi . r^^&Asoi f^LiibaaLsno KLl*u» ooco3 ^A*r^ ^ ,uj 
f^tM f^LiK" KLire*! rtlai ."ua KViAf^ f^^Jbn am ^9 



' So the ms. Supply f ? * So the ms. Supply j^i^ ? 'So the 
ms. Supply )oC^)f ? 




- 167 — 

aca*i&i ^^coa^K' Ajkidkcfi i^ia oqa :u»i • iiSuu»^^r^ 
:u>«i . K^iwAoius ^3 rtUcoo r^Lar^ ^3 Oca rVslcbo 

rt:sncULo Af< ^r<Jir^ . «3t:iA!ka i^LIa^ rCLAi^ ^H «^ 



'.llcos ' f<ar^ ^Ia^K' reA . .ilAAirt' K^iao .fVoco :iAft 



• • 



f<MCi .aoAi r<l\a » oca rtLar^ ^liaiai A^ • rCLiiS^ 
r^ia Kboni^ •• re!ar^ ^ A&i f^Vp oXa A^ « i!^Lx.:iaa3 
•f^ia ^n OJlcb Kbco nJL^.Ocb ^ifiiK rtlAr^ rV<kioiuA 
• K^slodQ «^fia*i^ h\o\ K'ia oqa :uk oca ^M*cbio80 
f^SSAX. oA iurt^ OCR . f^iuoiial i^ia ^f^T»ix. ntecno 
colA 3^ i^^ ^ • W-ai^ &icA ^ f^ia.i rtLli^Ofioo 
»€ao^f^ f^ia3 A^.o • :ii*^o f^ais.i ^ca*iii^ >ooo 

KIA3 f^oca na^ ^^ o^cb . nl^^K^ K^i»a .^f^ . Kbco 

•• \ • • • • 



^ So the ms. Supply o;^Af ? ^ So the ms. Read )• 
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Fol. 18v. a. II KL^o oal : fV(^a^ ^ fVi^oaa : i^Iai^ ^.f^:u4iu 

r^0CD3 (iArun i^iooa •auMaiaao mli^ra r^vao^a .oca 
ciA*:io . oaiAfk .\^*w r^iiaioi en \ i:t .. lai^i^ tcno 






' In the ms. ^o»^d ^^^ (with 3 dots to indicate that the 
words must be transposed). 
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• KVucm r^oi • .tda:L.i K'ia • rd&^.i rtLaK" Fol. 18 v. b. 



r^MOi A\flAa A\y?« •K'i^oao^a cAa .KLaeiia vyi^ r^ia 
Aiflul •K'iiasiK'.i vy<^ i^LaK" ^a\o • t^1icu3 K'l^asn.i 



:Ui . f^Lfioui A^i. jjuAoQ.i ft!jf^ f<!AaA\sa cos » Klfloi^ 
i^^ ClA . r<&jai .TMLsao i^LaK^ ^jasio .^ljJL2a*ciisa r^ia 






ia vyK' rtlfiftAO A^.*i ii^ 



f^oca :t^f^.T5^ 1 1 1\ \ f^oAf^ vyf^:i cuocb *.^iiooAiK^ 
9<M>.*I Ksnn K'iioao .i^a tiAix-K" KlA.i tcoa • coisoia 



•« •* 
' The ms. woiod) |{j» cf. p. 167 n. 
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F0I. 19 r. a. rtliiAi^ r^eoi »ai-a ftlA.1 • K'aaiij^ r<^ ■ i» || ^.1 

^DflUM A2^a aW T^AiAsn oXa • v& t^ ■ §> i^Aiosn 
lAiOJds x^a »i&i^r^ r^^fluso:! en I \y \n t KlAf^ 

•Auk^.Tft^K' TiL^ .*ua . rV^flijSa ^adOA^ f^3cb.i • rf^iSuSns» 



• f 



^fV fClAo . ory^oiaaa ^^cni.i r<bAf^.i coiioAicusn r<A 



* The ms. I^A^tJS (sic). 
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tcoo^r^ r^h\CL£so r^l\n Xifm Af< K'.icb >i:w.a 

^r^l^^ K'&iCLsn.i mi\\nY\ :iA:k.AuLS« K^i^.! A^. 

OK" . KViAf^lA ■^■nl.l f^l^ iA\^ II ol . oia ^miUxr^ Fol. 19 r. b. 

coa r^^ 3 n^AJbno tiAix^rc^ i<\\acp oA f<Aco3 r^lx^ia 

• • •• 

tcaoaK^ >^ K^oAk' . oocAa& AAsn ^^K' . KlaK' .aaii 
f^Suoi »&f^ onffBttirifV • r^&VASn diAS» ^so cixlMAiin^3 Oca 






iA\^ cA . ciuaitof^ .aoii.! f<!if^ J^Ajlo .^ coa:^ 



1^1 



ij^K" reisiia cAo . M^toiA oA f<!if^ >rdfi9 vyruKla 
»oi«iaO . »lA^nnT. kLussA yoArt' >oArt'.i • Klaf^ iicA 
. f<!seiia K^ocoi A^ cooAf^o .oco oaiAfk ia3 tCoaafV 
»:uf<a cixuOi >fi9 .*!& • rt^SuAia Kbco r^^i ii^ ocb 
AioA f^iiOA^ua ft^Ti 11*13 f<'(kjjoi.*i rtL&iA : .^ eoeiar^ 
• AoaA hi jji .1 coi V ^ *i OCP 3^ ocpo • »aca* r^Lat^ 



OllA^ ^.TSa f<A . ^AuL Ktol^^ K^l \^^ \ r^&CAaAO 

iaA rtLxiia A^. r^o • rCLxjj Avaai^ ^li*wiflr» r^&ObQ.i 
^sn A^ iCDO^Af^.l ocn rtlArt' .iuao3 ^izufiaM coiao 



- 172 — 
Fol. 19 V a. f^^CuilA^ ^ :Ui rVia KlSvtM ><DO^f^3 • 



oocu^a . ^qpo.i • *wi \Ai ^ala coAiSba KL^^asna vyr^ 







%f^f< • f^r<^ J^ft^^ ciut^dini Kilo • ^iauusia ^iis:sn 



&.ijk3 acb onift\ni\o • Q9Cuia\^fiai rC ^it.^ A ■ mp 



f^^OJiaiSAa ^f^!ai^ ifi^a . itlziial Klsjto f^orAf<A 



' So the ms. ^ The ms. i*r«j»f . 
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. r^r^ re^^iAen r^^'u rdsAiA^ . rOr^ >iiiJCSQ rdl&\cu 



^A\j\n*w.i ccn^ico.! f^Aiaifti\?a\ • rC \\rif% i^coiftlA 



• . "P . . » ^ V M r^LuOl 
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APPENDIX I 



AN ANONYMOUS NOTICE ON PHILOXENUS 

Ms. (Vat. Syr. 155, fol. 5 r, a-h). 



.aA. 



kS^J^3 r<lifiaskr<^ >tso a&Uf^ acD . r^^&v^.Tis i^csoio 









A AA 

>coazau» . v^Luoiis tcoaaijja t^hiX^xs^ ^ 

M^Goiso AiM^f^o • ALk^f^ f^Li&cDO Klxi^ o.tmK'o 
^a^i QDOiaJaaalA^ ^.i ceo . f^(&ii-«i.jc. r^(&iCLU3a:sa=i 

' So the ms. 
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At the bottom of the page, in the margin, we read the 
following note : 



.CL 



Ml f^kifiofikf^ >iJsn o^i^f< Q9aiAjBft&aiVA& 



• r^JL.iao ^.*i^ UMx. f^jkix. jjA : reUcruA^n 



1 '•^ 
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APPEINDIX II 



THEOLOGICAL GLOSSARY. 

vyi^. Occurs often unaccompanied by the usual .1 , not 

only in the sense of as (sicut), but also in the sense of in so 
far as (in quantum). f<aAr^ vyK", in so far as He is God 

(in quantum est Deus); f<!3tJi3 vyK', in so far as He is 
man (in quantum est homo). 

>cDO^f^. He is. Used generally in speaking of the 
existence of God, and, as such, opposed to r^oco (to become). 

r^t^o^K". Essence; existence; substance. In the meaning 
of essence, opposed to the noun rdsoco (becoming); v. g. vyr^ 

As He is in His essence, so He remained also in His becoming. 

r^L^iv^r^ . Existing, being, Supreme Being, substance. 
With .1 , substantial. The Word is called f^*iuf<!i re!»V^ , 
the substantial Image of the Father. 

r^oAf^. God. reiaK', f^ia , KdOkSQ , rtUiOi , used 
in opposition with it. 

r<Cx4f<. Man. Said of Christ, less often however than 
the word rdxji.a . 

f^(^cutJf^. Humanity. According to the 'Monophysites, 

the humanity is not considered as a nature in Christ after the 

union, but it forms with the divinity one nature. 

12 
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f^^^f^. Woman. Means sometimes the Blessed Virgin. 

i^AvJJ^re'. Warrior, athlete. A title given by Philoxenus 
to Christ as Bedeemer. 

i-jfts-s . Flesh. 1 on -> f^co , He was made flesh. 
Outside of St. John 1.14, this expression is used but seldom to 
denote the Incarnation. 

t^i.i\ ^ 1 : Adversary ; enemy. Used also by Philoxenus 
in the meaning of « the Devil » . 

1-J3. To diminish, to be less. Said of those who, by 
denying the divinity of the Son of God, reduced the Trinity 
to two divine persons. 

r^u^sk.i K^ • Natural Son (Filius Naturalis). 

f^t^asu!^ .1 r^VD. Son of grace (Filius Adoptivus). 

rdjjtoor^ i-s . ) Son of the essence, having the same es- 

K'^o^f^ ia . S sence, Consubstantial. 

f^Li-A-^ i-3 . The usual Syriac expression for Con- 
substantial. 

ia . Having the same measure, equal. 
^ isA . Outside of; distinct from. In Christ, the Ne- 
storians admitted a man outside of and distinct from the Word, 

Man. This is the word generally used with 
r^ocD in speaking of the Incarnation. 

T^ia^K". To be humanified (made man). It is the equi- 
valent of the word ivavSQcuTtrjaai in the Greek Fathers. 

r<^cxULiiaio9 • Humanifying. It is the equivalent of 
the word ivavOQoiTtTjaig in the Greek Fathers, and is generally, 
though loosely, translated by Incarnation. 

Manifestation, revelation, transfiguration. Means 
also the manifestation of God in the flesh, the Incarnation 

(iTtuparsia). 
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^ a T ^ , Body. Often used in a metaphorical sense, 
V. g. re^ix.3 reL»x-a^, the body of truth. In speaking of 
the body of Christ the word i^^ is generally used. 

>ac^A\r^. To put on a body, to be embodied; denomi- 
native from ^as.^. r<^^o&va ^o i^iAoiiaa >z.\^r^, 
He was embodied in the Virgin and of the Virgin. 

r^<^CLi:sa]t^i\sn • Embodiment. It translates the (TaQxaxrig 
and ivffcofidTcodig of the Greek Fathers. 

sissn . To adhere; in the Aphel, to join, to cause to 
adhere. The Nestorians held that the Word of God caused a 
man to adhere to His person, and thus they admitted only a 
moral union between the two natures in Christ. 

r^^ojs^n . Likeness. K':ian\ vy i^ r<bAr^.i f^(^osn.i , 

the likeness of God as Creator. 

Kb CD . To be, to become. When used alone in speaking 
of the Word of God, it has the meaning « to become (man) » , 
y. g. »&]u»iuLf^ rd\o f^oco , He became (man) and He was 
not changed. f^!rji3 r^oco K^i^ r^oco , He became man ; 
1 flri 1 f^oco , He became flesh; r^t-^-A r^oco , He be- 
came a body. 

>oci9 . Birth, generation, existence, becoming. Applied to 
the second Person of the Trinity, it generally means « beco- 
ming (man) », and is thus opposed to f^A\o4urt*, essence. 

K'^cu.TJ* . Unity, union. The Monophysites professed not 
only the union, but also the unity of the natures in Christ for 
they admitted only one nature ofter the Incarnation. 

r^^o^.T-4». Novelty. Used also in the sense of new 
doctrine, heresy. Philoxenus seems to apply it to the definition 
of the Council of Chalcedon regarding the existence of the two 
natures in Christ. 

om • Change ; mixture. 
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r<!&LucUL • Cliange. 

Though the Jacobites admitted only one nature after the 
union, they denied that the divinity suffered any change. 

K'A>ni^\tiAuLSw f^ . Immutability. 

r^ju» . Suffering ; passion ; Passion of Christ ; alteration, 
modification v. g. oco i^^tm rei&jujcuL , change is a modification. 

f^^.io^ • Greed in general, v. g. i^^in^i^ 1^^.10^ , 
the right creed, orthodoxy, which for the Jacobites is Mono- 
physitism; external confession of faith; particular doctrine or 

dogma, Y. g. f^^a-AJk..AJL^.i r^^.ic^ , the dogma of the 
Trinity. 

•vaJL . Begotten. Generally used in speaking of the eternal 

generation of the Word, and as such, contrasted with :Ou^r^ 
(he was born). 

K'oAf^ ^.ilft . Mother of God, Seotoxog. 

K'ivfidtooJK . Addition, increase. In a special sense used 
by the Monophysites to designate the definition of the Council 
of Chalcedon, which definition they considered as an addition 
to the faith of the Council of Nicea. 

^c\ • Near (apud). i^oAk" ^c\ , Apud Deum. 

Kli ^ • Prom nothing, ex nihilo. 

. Water. Used once by Philoxenus in the sense 
of Baptism. 

r^iviLsn • Low, humble things. This word denotes the 
properties of the human nature in Christ. 

^^1^ ^j!:q . From two. Translates the Monophysite 
expression that Christ is ix ivo fpvasmv, not iv dvo tpvcfea^v. 

f ^\^n • To count. Said of the Nestorians who admitted 
two persons and two natures in Christ. cniii*w\ •ab..*u^r^. 
He was considered to his own count, independent, sui juris. 

K'^cvijL&xjSQ . Unction ; Christianity. Applied to Zeno by 
Philoxenus as a title of honor. 
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. To adhere, in the 'Aphel, to join. Used in descri- 
bing the mere moral union of the natures taught by tlie 
Nestorians concerning the Incarnation. 

rt:ia.Ufi9 . Tube, channel. The Eutychians said that by 
the Incarnation the Word passed through the Virgin as through 
a channel without taking His body from her. 

T<txi*Avk. . The old (unredeemed) man. 

Corpse ; living body. Generally used in speaking 
of the body of Christ. 

•^dk . To divide. The Nestorians divided Christ into 
two persons. 

iL-ia . To separate ; to distinguish. Said of the Nesto- 
rians who distinguished two persons in Christ, and of the Catholics 
who admitted two natures. 

r^J^sr^ . Will. The Monophysites admit only one will 
in Christ. 

•1 . Quaternity. Noun formed from r^. 
(four). Because they admitted two persons in Christ, the 
Nestorians were accused of adding a fourth person to the Trinity, 
thus making it a quaternity. 

K'ivini . The noble, exalted things. Said of the properties 
of the divine nature of Christ, and stands in opposition to r^ivSLsw. 

r^^ujOAx.^ . GI017, praise. It also designates the Tri- 
sagion, which, for the Monophysites, includes the words « Who 
wast crucified for us » , added by Peter the Fuller. 
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APPENDIX III 



BIBLE QUOTATIONS COMPARED WITH THE PESHITTA AND 
WHEN POSSIBLE WITH THE CODEX SINAITICUS ». 

Deut, V. 7, (p. 142). . i^A\.'u» r^caire' vA i^ocru r^ Phil. 

• ^IS^ ial ^i^r^ K^cQ^r^ vA Kbcffil r^lX P. 

Malach., Ill, 6, (pp. 133, 166, 167): rdAo rel-iK' rtUf< Phil. 



. ^i&i^JKK' f<Ao • r^AlJSa r^r^ KllK".! \\pO p. 

Matth., I, 1, (p. 154): . ^coiaK' iao .*uo.i %a pj^ji 

Same as P. g 

Matth., Ill, 17, (p. 169): .»iinu ,ia osco pijn, 

• ft^*iiiit» >ia cxicD 



P. 



P. 



' The following abbreviations are used: 



Phil. = Philoxenus. 
P. = Peshitta. 

S. = Codex Sinaiticng. (A. S. Lewis, Some Pages of the Four Oospels etc. 
London, 1896). 
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. till uO lis OCD our^ g^ 

Matth., X, 27, (p.l28): T<!Aax*jLa ^^oa\ rdire'isor^.l y^xsn Pha. 

iCDOiJsaof^ '. re'AQYM-i tt...^^ ff^Lif^ ij^f^.i >i.isn p. 

Matth., X, 28 (p. 128) : t^^V*'^ fA^^ r* — a^-'«*^ ^ Phil. 

reisSJ *. r<i^ ^i\\n.i ^A«r< ^ . ^..oljj:!^ r^Ac P. 

rt^TMQ • f^i^^ ^Ji2^a.l ^A«f^ ^ ^.^ijj.1^ f<Ao g. 

. \\n^\ ^i\i\T red 

Matth. X, 32-33 (p. 128) : rdatilirs y^xn ►^ r^.iGa.i ^ PhU. 

lO&SkK' f^r< •&r^ : >A iadju.1 ^o • tcooikr^AsiQ 



' This quotation is a combination of St. Matthew, X, 32-33, 
and of St. Luke, XII, 8-9. 
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>A lCU^-^-1.1 ^.1 ^ • KSi:saza.l >i=>r^ ^ina r^r< Af^ 
>i3f^ ^-Vo Kllr^ Ar< 01.9 la ^ i^K" : fX^Tlili ^p.Tua 



Matth., XVI, 24 (p. 159): kA rebco^.! reL.a^.1 ^jsw Phil. 

. iliis K'^f^O .caSkxai AanTlO .rt^T<Mn in^M '.i^.TaSnl^ 

• iiiis r^(&\r^.lO casual 

Wanting. S. 

Matth., XXVIII, 19 (pp. 142, 172): o.iJ5iaAA\ [yA] cuocx^a phil. 

f^iao rtlsK" ^BLSa «.ciir^ o.i:»^r<o r^Sn^wv, «^ocq\^ 



. r<lx..icui.l r^Olo f^l9C rtlsr^ ^aata 
o.i2a:k.f^o • KlJsaM^ ^ocoIa c.%:^^ Ax&co c\\ 



Wanting. g^ 

Mark, XV, 34 (p. 171): . >aA\mT. KUsol tcoAre" >GiAr^ Phii. 

. >aA\mT. r<!l»\ AaK" \mt< p. 
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• »aA\mT. r<!isa\ >calr< loolr^ §_ 



Luke, I, 31 (p. 154) : i^va ^.tAk'JKo • f<l\n ^AinAi 



^ia^o 1^19 ^3^f^<^o f< i\y*i ^i\inAi i^^^ «^oo 



Wanting. 



• 



P. 



Luke, XVII, 33 (p. 159) : m y % \ kUiuJ.i r^-a^.i ^-» Phil. 

• cvA i^SmlM r^-lco onsdJ .TaOl.i ^O • oi^.^iacu 
onsdJ .TaCU.l ^o . caft.Tacii aiz^ f^SuJ.! r^ls^.! ^ p. 



• en % jjL,> 

Same as P. S. 



Luke, XXIII, 46 (p. 169) : ^KLft> vy-*H-*f<-si relaK' P^il. 

. >4«Ol ciiJl Kllr^ 

. i^Ol KlJf^ ^Klfio vv»H«v<^ >=3^ P. 



M^O^ col rtlar^ ^f<!fi9 vy.TA9 Klaf^ S. 



John, 1, 14 (pp. 167, 166) : .p t^«^o «^o«o f<ifla3 r^Adsw Phil. 

• ^ t^J"^ f^oco K'ifiaa K'ixlsQC p. 

Wanting. S. 



John, III, 16 (p. 137): .re^doLA rebAK" ^ami^ KLi&oo 
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rr^l \ »f^ . v^.»V^\ r^co-XK" a 




_ 




f^l \if^ . KlJSaLA r<ci2Ar< am 


f< i-*-\, Kll-Aco s. 







k 



John, V, 17 (p. 156): \ .i i > reLteaJL KLso:!-^ i^re' Phil 



Same. 



\\^ .*UiL^ r^oiiAi. fCLsLcol 



John, X, 18 (p. 171): : aijsixs^f^:^ tJtda A^ fOr< >\i\t. Phil. 

•ao^ f^LlK" .\yi\T o : ouSAAfior^^ i^^ r^LlK" «\yi\T p. 

• on i 1 flffr^ 
lA^ f^ i\\at iXSn col r^Llr< yar^J» r^Llr< r^lAf^ S. 

John, X, 33 (p. 149) : . r<aAr< voe^ AuK'.-ia^o Aur< re:aBiis Phil. 



vycdJ dure .TA^ : rcxiis vy< 
• r<aAr< ...^r^ .Ta^-O ...f^!zir^ is iur^ .*|& S. 



John, XIV, 6 (p. 132): . rd.JU»o r<icoojo K'lix. rdif< re!ar^ 



Phil. 



P. 

Same as P. S. 
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Acts, II, 38 (p. 157): . >-*iA\A\r<' rt'eo-Art'.i en u^ i n Phil. 

^'sn .nofiio . >[Lfti^^r< r^Ga\r<.i cnli*Win.i cuoooo P. 

Romans, I, 4 (p. 171): f<ca-\rc':i re'i-sj [>A] »^.*u^r< Phil. 

. •.x.o.ta Aioiso Aim*! : r^colK^.i i^'ia »^.Tft^r^O P. 



Romans, v. 10 (p. 137) : r^A\a ^ i r^orAr<' pisi. ^^i^K" Phil. 



Same p. 



Romans, VIII, 32 (pp. 137, 152) : r<l coi-sD 1.^ ^j<^ Phil. 
.[^ .SkVjj ca.!9a\jLr^] .cn^\t.T<' ^qa .fiAjj rfAr^ .qom 

Romans, VIII, 38-39 (p. 130) : rdA.i ix-^^ KLire' fn <\ m phl 

f<l\o . ruUjA rtlAo f<ll\g\a.x. rtlAo rtlljj fCLAo t^^ccsn 

r^Ao . rtLJijj rtlAo r<^COa fClA.! . i^^ rdlr^ QttdAQ P. 
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^ sASLi^^ MJi&JL^ • f<^iMT^ r^hs^vs KlA&f^b 

• fxVinT^w .^.OXft ^^iS)aa:i r^ooXr^i 



nans, X, 9 (p. 159): ^i ^ i v^^n <\ n r^.ior^ Phil. 

Corinth., XVI. 22 (p. 144) : ..^^aA >-*.i rdA.i ^-» Phil. 

Same. P. 

Corinth., V, 19 (p. 152) : fVLiji„i..T^ .i-x-a r^coAr^ Phil. 

atians, I, 1 (p. 171) : ocb . )Cna»ar^ L>-^] '^oo^'^' ^^^^• 



•rt'iujsa &\Aa ^ cmsnjLnf^:^ ocn »cnCLar^ KVoAi^'o P. 

lip. Ill, 19 (p. 148) : «jOcn^aajL^o »^cafioi& .,.ococrAr<' Phil. 

•>cn Kl^ir^lri ^..Qcniu^.1^.1 «^aicn . ^..ocn^^caa 
ohn, I, 1-3 (p. 140) : ooA [yiA] ....o-a^ ^jl^itaj^ Phil. 

ocn |cn^i\rtL9 ^U>o^ x:sf9r^] iuxftis ^ »cn( 
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Geo • ^%Mf<jD ■ T \p ^-aVm i^ ■ I ■ \ *i ^vmo ^^su.:i 
.Auauia ^ f^bco tcoo^r^i Deal •^jOft^^ ^iim*wi F. 









o^ 



. ^ oA^^T^'o 



^ii&sao . ^ 



^e\ oocn «^ca*^r^i 



GREEK WORDS OCCURRING IN THE THREE LETTERS. 



ap/wV PP. 131 1. 6; 145 1. 5; 157 

1.21; 158 1. 6. 
aOXrjTijg PP. 131 1. 6; 155 1. 22; 

156 1. 3. 
alQSUKjSTrjg PP. 159 1. 3; 160 1. 22; 

173 1. 2. 
tUgenxog PP. 171 1. 5; 173 1. 11. 
dvaq>0Q€t P. 158 1. 20. 
y«Ca P. 147 1. 19. 
yiyog PP. 129 1. 18 ; 146 1. 2. 
inlaxonog P. 158 1. 19. 



i^^(6xfig P. 146 1. 9. 

xartjyoQito P. 173 1. 11. 

xoitaiy P. 144 1. 3. 

ovala P. 152 1. 12. 

avvTJyoQog PP. 143 1. 12 ; 144 1. 6. 

(y/^^«PP. 147 11. 11, 17; 159 1.6; 

161 11. 19, 14. 
td^ig P. 164 1. 18. 
uf^V P. 148 1. 5. 
tvnog P. 147 1. 13. 
(pavxaala P. 133 1. 20. 



THE END 



ERRATA CORRIGE 

Pag. 150 1. ult. f^:^» jfcc^o 

Pag. 153 1. ult. OM*-f This reading is doubtful. The 

ins. reads more probably OM*of, 
although the o is so small as to 
be easily mistaken for a ^ . 



